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ABSTRACT 
 
This thesis explores both the creative process and the creative product behind a 
unique and complex collaboration between two composers, called Endings (2012): 
firstly Jeremy Peyton Jones and secondly Kaffe Matthews. It interrogates the 
behavioural aspects and negotiations between the two composers in the 
compositional and rehearsal processes, in the run-up to three performances. Using 
ethnomusicological methodologies towards data collection (rehearsal recordings, 
interviews, studio work) and analysis (discourse in compositional discussion, 
rehearsal), the thesis offers new understandings on collaboration, specifically the 
fluidity and complexity of the interaction between composers who work in two very 
different ways: Peyton Jones, who composes with scored, conventional notation, 
rehearsing with his ensemble Regular Music II; and Matthews, who works 
improvisationally with live electronics and electroacoustics, both with her 
surrounding sonic material and pre-existing samples. The thesis finds two core 
important conclusions, which contribute to our current knowledge and understanding 
of music and collaboration. Firstly, pre-existing models of collaboration segregate 
behaviours into ‘types’. Endings offers an example where such types cannot always 
be applied so exclusively. And secondly, collaboration in the rehearsal of Endings 
contradicts conventional rehearsal models which state talking should be kept to a 
minimum. The majority of the collaborative process between Peyton Jones and 
Matthews rests heavily on conversation.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Overview and Endings (2012) General Statement 
This chapter introduces the research project and the core case study Endings (2012). 
The key collaborators (composers Jeremy Peyton Jones and Kaffe Matthews) are 
introduced, detailing their compositional and collaborative backgrounds, and 
additionally in Matthews’s case her performance background. The performers in 
Peyton Jones’s ensemble Regular Music II are also introduced to offer a background 
understanding of who the collaborators are working alongside. The general structure 
and layout of Endings is detailed, including listings of meetings between individuals, 
rehearsals and performances. Furthermore this chapter offers an insight into the 
research questions the subsequent chapters will aim to explore, and the 
documentation (by method) of the research project. The principal research questions 
are presented. These are then informed by and revised in the subsequent review of 
literature surrounding the relevant topics in Chapter 2. 
Endings is a project initiated by Peyton Jones (see 1.3.1), inviting Matthews (see 
1.3.2) to work collaboratively, contributing layers of electronics and electroacoustics 
to a selection of works from his repertoire of composition. The project aimed to 
explore collaboration both as product – the results of the fusion – and process – the 
effectiveness collaborative relationships have on the product. Peyton Jones wanted to 
experiment with electronics within his compositions: how they could transform his 
work; how they could add to his work. Additionally, the project involved Regular 
Music II (see 1.4); Peyton Jones’s collective ensemble featuring a range of 
instruments and voices. Peyton Jones’s concept was explored through a pre-rehearsal 
meeting with Matthews (APPENDIX L), and four days of rehearsal (APPENDICES 
M – P), resulting in three performances across the South and Southwest: Bexhill, 
London and Bristol.  
 
1.2 Research Questions 
This thesis aims to address a number of research questions that revolve around the 
collaborative working relationship(s) between two composers. Specifically, its 
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purposes are to identify collaborative and creative practices between musicians, but 
more importantly to understand how such practices function. The research project is 
unique in one core way: it investigates how two composers collaborate (and how this 
impacts upon performers), and furthermore, how two composers find ways of 
working together when their compositional, rehearsal and performance processes are 
so different. Thus, the fundamental research questions asked are: 
1. How does a collaborative process function – through composition, 
rehearsal and performance – between two composers who work in 
widely different compositional styles? 
2. How do composers adapt their own roles to accommodate the 
varying creative practices of the other collaborators? 
3. To what extent can ethnomusicological methods of analysis help 
to understand such instances of interdisciplinary1 collaborative 
process? 
4. How does co-composer collaboration offer new ways of revisiting 
pre-existing composition? 
 
These four key questions are addressed in each of the three core analytical chapters 
presented in this thesis, answering a number of further research questions: 
 
Chapter 3: Composition 
1. How does pre-existing musical material (in the form of 
prescribed scores) inform creative collaboration? 
2. How can scored music be adapted to accommodate an 
electronic sound world? 
Chapter 4: Rehearsal 
1. How are collaborative ideas between composers practiced, 
discussed and negotiated in rehearsal? 
                                                     
1 The term ‘interdisciplinary’ is used in the context of behaviour. Although Peyton Jones and 
Matthews are both creators of a sonic product (composers), the methods/behaviours/disciplines 
behind these products share few commonalities. 
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2. To what extent does an additional composer (and performer) 
working in a different discipline of music impact upon 
rehearsal? 
Chapter 5: Performance 
1. To what extent are ideas collaboratively realised in 
performance? 
2. How can ‘liveness’ be identified and understood in 
electroacoustic performance practice? 
For a number of reasons, Endings is the ideal case study to help interrogate these 
research questions. Firstly, Endings involves two collaborating composers working 
in two different fields of music – Peyton Jones, who works with conventional 
Western notation as the core means of communication with the performers of his 
ensemble Regular Music II, and Matthews, (composer and performer) who works 
improvisationally with electronics and electroacoustics. Secondly, the collaboration 
between Peyton Jones and Matthews rests on pre-existing music: a selection of 
Peyton Jones’s pre-composed works (as scores) provide the starting point for 
creative collaboration, thus, the development and transformation of his original work 
can be traced. Thirdly, Endings was rehearsed over four days, which was video 
recorded. These recordings, which are analysed in Chapter 5, reveal how the 
rehearsal process functions within the unique collaborative environment between 
Peyton Jones, Matthews and Regular Music II. Finally, Endings resulted in three 
performances, two of which were video recorded. These recordings provide an 
invaluable insight into how interdisciplinary collaboration works in performance. 
Comparing and contrasting these performances will reveal the extent to which 
collaborative decisions were realised in this particular case. Endings is a unique case 
study that cannot only help to explore the research questions and reveal traits of a 
collaborative process, but also offers new insights and prompts further questions on 
creative practice (see end of Chapter 2). 
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1.3 Collaborating Composers 
1.3.1 Jeremy Peyton Jones 
Jeremy Peyton Jones (b. 1955) (Figure 1.1) is a contemporary composer and senior 
lecturer in Music at Goldsmiths College, University of London. He studied at 
Dartington College of Arts and Goldsmiths College, and has previously worked with 
both John Cage (b.1912 – 1992) and Christian Wolff (b. 1934). Biographies of 
Peyton Jones reveal an extensive collaborative background both in terms of 
interdisciplinary practices and continuing collaborative relationships with performers 
in his ensemble Regular Music II. His biography at Goldsmiths College (Peyton 
Jones, 2015a) states: [he has] ‘a particular interest in the intersection between music, 
theatre, performance, live art and other time-based media […] experimental live art 
(and) theatre’ working collaboratively with both theatre companies and individuals.  
 
Figure 1.1 Jeremy Peyton Jones. Photograph available at 
www.jeremypeytonjones.com/about.html Copyright © Jeremy Peyton Jones. 
His previous collaborations have informed a diverse range of creative outputs, often 
incorporating minimalist compositional techniques in conjunction with theatrical 
performances. A recent example titled Against Oblivion in two parts (I and II) (2007; 
2009) is a music theatre work for eight performers as part of Peyton Jones’s recent 
research project The Musician as Performer: Towards a New Music Theatre (2009) 
in collaboration with David Gale (librettist), involving a number of performers from 
Peyton Jones’s ensemble Regular Music II (see figure 1.3). Reviews of performances 
of both parts I and II reveal the fusion of sounds Peyton Jones achieves. Time Out 
(2007) writes ‘drawing equally on minimalism, jazz, post-punk thrash and English 
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irony, Jones’s music is vibrantly theatrical’ whilst Live Art Magazine describes 
Peyton Jones’s music as ‘utterly seductive and absorbing’ (2007) and The Musical 
Times (2007) says ‘the score achieved a riveting, spinning hysteria… a powerful 
original vision.’ 
These reviews tell of his hybridized style of music composition as detailed in his 
biography. Peyton Jones’s creative practice preserves conventional approaches to 
composition: his works retain traditional Western notation and are rehearsed and 
realised from the resultant scores by Regular Music II. He additionally explores 
improvisation in his works. Against Oblivion: Part II exemplifies elements of 
improvisational practice. It credits: 
Music by Jeremy Peyton Jones with additional material by Charles Hayward 
and members of the ensemble (Regular Music II). […] The work is devised 
in collaboration with the writer David Gale and the performers, and includes 
original material by the drummer (Hayward). 
(Peyton Jones, 2009) 
Such improvisational elements are strengthened in Endings through his ongoing 
relationship with performers in Regular Music II, specifically Hayward. The 
improvisational nature of performance, combined with the notated compositional 
styles of minimalism and theatre, form the basis of the collaboration with Matthews 
in Endings. 
 
1.3.2 Kaffe Matthews 
Kaffe Matthews (b.1961) (Figure 1.2) is a live electronics artist. Her background in 
music stems from a classical training on the violin, which later developed into work 
with an electronic reconstruction of the violin: ‘in 1985 she discovered electricity 
and listening, and with that, her current trajectory’ followed by an education in 
Music Technology (Masters) (Matthews, 2015a). The concept of ‘discovering 
electricity’ and ‘listening with [electricity]’ forms the core process in Matthews’s 
creative practices: Matthews works in a realm of listening to sounds and reacting to 
what she hears.  
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Figure 1.2 Kaffe Matthews, Electronics Artist, Composer and Performer. 
Photograph available at: arts.brighton.ac.uk Copyright © Soundwaves 
Festival 
Her work has a particular focus on live experimental electroacoustic composition 
and site-specific sound – she is acknowledged as a ‘pioneer in the field of electronic 
improvisation and live composition’ (Matthews, 2015a). Matthews considers herself 
as an electroacoustic composer and performer, performing her own works, which are 
often created spontaneously by adopting an improvisational practice. She says, ‘I 
compose on the fly in live performances, improvising and working with software to 
create chance events to which I respond there and then’ (Matthews, in Hugill, 2008: 
211). Cultural music historian Piero Scaruffi writes, ‘her music is fundamentally 
“live” as it relies on her manipulating the music itself at her laptop’ (2003). The 
concept of ‘liveness’ is a theme that will return in Chapter 5: ‘Performance’, 
concerning Matthews’s live-processing of pre-recorded samples. Even though 
Matthews does not claim to be a technologist, she ‘use[s] digital technology as [her] 
instrument’ (Matthews, in Hugill, 2008: 211). She works with a variety of digital 
software in addition to a range of customized hardware. Her creative practice is 
discussed in detail in Chapter 5 within the context of Endings.  
Matthews’s extensive list of previous collaborations range from working with 
individuals and groups of musicians, programmers, technologists, scientists and 
production companies. Notable examples include the BBC Scottish Symphony 
Orchestra, interdisciplinary work on the research project Music for Bodies (2006), 
which has on going outputs originating from Matthews’s Sonic Armchair (1997) and 
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a BAFTA award-winning project Weightless Animals (2004) – ‘an impressionistic 
exploration into the sonic environments experiences through space travel’ 
(Matthews, 2015b), with film director Mandy McIntosh and performer of electronic 
instruments Zeena Parkins. More recently Matthews has collaborated with a number 
of scientists and marine biologists at the Migramar Biotelemetry Laboratory on a 
project titled SHARKS – You might come out of the water every time singing (2012), 
a 3D composition that plays through 12 speakers and a wooden platform 
which vibrates under the audience as the shark driven music hovers and 
spins. […] the piece uses the traces of six sharks to play six digital oscillators 
live, variably mixed with processings and underwater recordings making a 
music that thrills and relaxes as it spins audience[s] through new 
architectures                    
(Matthews 2015a) 
Composer Jonathan Harvey, trumpeter Markus Stockhausen, and the shark species 
itself Sphryna Lewini (The Scalloped Hammerhead) are credited collaborators. A 
final notable and more recent work The swamp that was… a bicycle opera (2012) is 
a project directed by Matthews in collaboration with Timelab, the Ghent, (Belgium) 
Flemish community, livecoding artist and designer David Griffiths, Flemish sound 
artist Els Viaene and ‘mapman’ Peter Edwards (Matthews, 2015a): 
I’m working with people and places to make music for outside spaces. 
Reconsidering time through building non-linear works that hover invisible in 
the air until they are triggered to play by a passing visitor. […] (The Swamp 
that was) [is] a work of sonic archaeology that knits together the spirits of the 
living and the dead […] to be performed by you as you pedal the streets on a 
satellite linked audio bicycle. […] Enveloped by the music that will change 
as you move, you can find your own narrative. Electronic and acoustic, real 
and processed, an enveloping cloud of sonic newness. Action, reflection, 
adventure, accompaniment. Rediscover your city. 
(Matthews, 2015a) 
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Matthews’s collaborative project on The swamp that was (2012) is a particularly 
interesting example. In addition to exploring the sonic soundscape of Ghent (and 
other subsequent cities, such as Porto, within the ongoing project) (through two ways 
– ‘roaming listening ‘and a ‘full-body static listening’ [Matthews, 2015]) – the 
project explores the concept of notation: 
Let’s rework spatial considerations, exploring maps as musical scores and 
mapping as shifting structures moving networked layers. […]Uses the street, 
the maps, the routes as your scores, with the listening carrying the music 
through neighbourhoods on the audio bicycle. (I first researched this idea 
using FM transmission with Radio Cycle (2003) […] then developed a 
satellite-linked system for the first Folkestone Triennial (2008) with the The 
Marvelo Project (2008). 
(Matthews, 2015a) 
Matthews’s use of notation, not only in the previous example of her collaborative 
work, but in general, is vastly different from that of Peyton Jones. Where Peyton 
Jones uses standardized traditional Western notation to communicate with 
performers, Matthews uses comparatively more contemporary approaches to 
notation, such as in The swamp that was (2012). Not only do all the previous 
examples of Matthews’s work demonstrate her collaborative processes with a variety 
of disciplines and people, the latter quote reveals how her works often reference each 
other, where her processes are developed and often returned to in new projects. The 
role of notation and use of references to previous projects are both themes that are 
returned to throughout this thesis: they are both concepts that are revealed to be 
integral parts within Endings. 
 
1.4 Performers: Regular Music II 
Regular Music II is an ensemble of performers conducted and directed by Peyton 
Jones: the group is in essence his house band: 
The ensemble, Regular Music II is the name used by me nowadays as a kind 
of umbrella for the musical projects that I do. It started out as an original 
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ensemble many years ago called Regular Music. It reformed [as] Regular 
Music II with the addition of singers, and since then I’ve done several 
projects which use loosely the same kind of line up. […] I’m working with 
several of the same musicians usually for example Melanie Pappenheim, one 
of the singers I work with and have worked with for years, Charles Hayward 
is again a regular member of Regular Music II, Ashley Slater etc., but then 
other musicians I bring in as and when. 
(APPENDIX W: Peyton Jones, November 2012: 640) 
Figure 1.3 shows frequent performers and collaborators (and instrument counterpart) 
that feature in the Regular Music II collective, and those involved in the Endings 
project. Juxtaposing the Endings ensemble next to the full collective illustrates the 
capacity in which Peyton Jones can work, and instrumentation choices he has made 
from a wider range.  
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Figure 1.3 Frequent Performers and Collaborators in Regular Music II 
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The original Regular Music collective were ‘early instigators of the UK post-systems 
movement, whose work straddles the spheres of rock, minimalism and post-punk’ 
(DLWP, 2012). Regular Music II comprises a varying number of performers from 
rock, jazz and classical backgrounds. The diversity of performer backgrounds 
reflects Peyton Jones’s compositional style of fused genres previously outlined. For 
Endings Regular Music II was comprised of the following 11 musicians: Rebecca 
Askew (voice); Melanie Pappenheim (voice); Jono Harrison (keyboards); Chan 
(piano); Charles Hayward (drum kit); Ruth Elder (violin); Benedict Taylor (viola); 
Mick Foster (clarinets and saxophones); Tom Jackson (clarinets and saxophones); 
Ashley Slater (trombone); and Steve Smith (electric guitar and bass electric guitar).  
 
 
Figure 1.4 Singers Rebecca Askew (left) and Melanie Pappenheim 
(right). Photograph available at: melaniepappenheim.com Copyright 
© Melanie Pappenheim 
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Figure 1.5 Jono Harrison (keyboards). Photograph available at: 
anaudiencewiththepop.com Copyright © Chris Pope (2014) 
 
 
Figure 1.6 Chan (centre) with David Hackbridge Johnson 
(violin) (right) (not involved) and Wei Tsen Lin (left) (cello) 
(not involved) performing Three Hebrew Sketches 
(Hackbridge Johnson, 2012) Photograph by Mick Foster. 
Copyright © Mick Foster 
 
 
 
 
45 
 
 
Figure 1.7 Charles Hayward performing at Café OTO, London 2010 
with Han-earl Park and Ian Smith (Mathilde 253) Photograph 
available at: www.busterandfriends.com Copyright © Seán Kelly 
(2010) 
 
Figure 1.8 Violinist Ruth Elder. Photograph available at: 
myspace.com/ruthelder Copyright © Ruth Elder. 
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Figure 1.9 Benedict Taylor (right) with Noel Taylor (clarinet) (not 
involved) and Noura Sanatian (violin) (not involved) (Redstart). 
Photograph available at: www.noeltaylor.net Copyright © Noel 
Taylor. 
 
 
Figure 1.10 Mick Foster (far right) Performing with his jazz group 
the ‘Mick Foster Quartet’ (2006). Photograph available at: 
www.jazzeddie.f2s.com Copyright © Mick Foster Quartet. 
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Figure 1.11 Clarinetist and Saxophonist Tom Jackson. Photograph 
available at: www.hundredyearsgallery.com Copyright © Tom 
Jackson. 
 
 
Figure 1.12 Ashley Slater Performing at Colours of Ostrava, 2011. 
Photograph available at: www.martinchochola.com Copyright © 
martinchochola.com (2011). 
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Figure 1.13 Guitarist Steve Smith. Photograph available at: 
www.stevesmithguitarist.com Copyright © Steve Smith (2010). 
 
Due to the ongoing recitals of Peyton Jones’s works, many of the performers in 
Endings are previously familiar with each other, despite their diverse backgrounds 
and styles of performance. The versatility to work with different styles and genres, 
and to work with other performers from these genres is essential. For example both 
Slater and Pappenheim featured in Peyton Jones’s Against Oblivion Part I. Slater is a 
trombonist and vocalist with a background in jazz and popular music, most famous 
for his work with Norman Cook (Fatboy Slim). Pappenheim describes herself as a 
singer, performer and composer where her ‘versatility has allowed her to explore 
several different genres’ working with composers such as ‘Jocelyn Pook, Orlando 
Gough, Gavin Bryars and Graham Fitkin’ (Pappenheim, 2015). Pappenheim also 
featured in Part II of Peyton Jones’s Against Oblivion, this time working and 
building relationships with Chan, Hayward and Smith, all of whom feature in 
Endings. Although Chan has a classically trained musical background and education, 
having studied Music at Oxford University and postgraduate piano studies at the 
Royal Academy of Music, she is ‘active in many diverse fields of music making’ 
often working in chamber groups as a ‘keen promoter of contemporary British 
music’ (Alter, E, 2015). In comparison to Chan, Hayward is best-known for his role 
in the experimental rock group This Heat originating in the mid-to-late 1970s. 
Hayward’s collaborative career spans the genres of rock, punk, jazz and 
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improvisation and more recently with electronics in a new-founded group, Monkey 
Puzzle Trio (2010). Smith is ‘one of today’s pre-eminent contemporary guitar 
players’ (Smith, 2015a) a proficient performer of Michael Tippett’s guitar works, 
and has worked with a variety of ensembles including the London Sinfonietta and 
the City of Birmingham Symphony Orchestra.  
Re-unions between some of these players (Smith, Hayward, Chan, Pappenheim and 
Slater) in Endings not only illustrates continuing relationships between musicians on 
multiple projects, but also draws together the various styles and genres of music that 
are apparent in Peyton Jones’s compositions. For Peyton Jones, notation unites these 
musicians in rehearsal and performance, however a mutual understanding of process 
and product between performers as a means of musicianship is an issue that is 
explored further throughout the thesis with regard to the addition of Matthews’s 
performance role with live electronics. 
 
1.5 Endings (2012) 
1.5.1 Concept 
Endings is a project that unifies the creative practices of Peyton Jones, Matthews and 
Regular Music II. However, where this thesis will investigate the processes and 
complexities behind the collaborative and communicative interactions of these 
practices through stages of composition, rehearsal and performance, there are a 
number of key items on which the project rests that require immediate discussion. 
Firstly, Endings was Peyton Jones’s concept. He specifically approached Matthews 
with the idea. This immediately places a level of authorship with Peyton Jones. 
Secondly, and more significantly, is that this immediate attribution of authorship is 
greatly supported in that at the core of Peyton Jones’s idea sits a pre-composed set of 
his own works from the past three decades. This informs the nature of the project: 
Peyton Jones and Matthews never met with the intention to start from a blank 
canvas. Because of this, this case study of collaboration is particularly interesting, 
and offers rich data. The complications that arise from beginning a collaboration 
alongside a composer with an already pre-composed, full-notated set of 
compositions are revealed throughout the analytical phases of the thesis. (Chapter 4: 
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Composition, offers a detailed analysis of each of Peyton Jones’s works prior to any 
collaboration). Endings rests on 11 compositions: And The Days Are Long (1999); 
The Valley (2007); Stunde Null: Running (2012); So In America (2007); Lulu Suite: 
Part I (1984); Stunde Null: Time (2012); Going Down (1990); Alturas de Macchu 
Picchu (1995); And Then He Asked Me (1999); White Noise (2009); and Will I Live 
Again? (2009). Figure 1.14 illustrates the culmination of these pieces in Endings 
drawn from Peyton Jones’s professional timeline. 
A final point is that aside from the material that Peyton Jones brings to the project, 
the collaboration rests on the relationship and interaction between the composers. 
The initial discussions did not involve any of the performers from Regular Music II: 
the ideas surrounding development of the project were only between Peyton Jones 
and Matthews. This suggests a co-composer collaboration as opposed to a group 
collaboration, however this is not necessarily the case (revealed in Chapter 5) in 
rehearsal stages. The performers of Regular Music II do not take part in the initial 
creative stages prior to rehearsal, and additionally the performers were not present at 
the time of Peyton Jones’s and Matthews’s compositional meetings. The impacts of 
not witnessing the compositional ideas from the outset are revealed in the final two 
chapters, supported by two performer interviews. 
 
Figure 1.14 Pieces featuring in Endings (2012) 
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1.5.2 Rehearsals and Performances 
All four rehearsals and performances took place in May 2012 (see Chapter 5). The 
rehearsals were documented in audio-video recordings. This is the core material for 
the rehearsal analysis in Chapter 5. The methodologies behind collecting the data 
and analysing the rehearsal footage are detailed in Chapter 3. The rehearsals resulted 
in three performances across the South and Southwest detailed in Table 1.1. The 
performances at Bexhill (1) and Bristol (3) were professionally recorded (audio and 
video) by the video production company Optic Nerve, directed by Colin Still. 
(Permission to record at The Purcell Room [2] was not granted). The recorded audio-
visual footage of the performance provides the core material for the performance 
analysis in Chapter 6. Again, the methodologies behind the analysis are detailed in 
the chapter. 
 
Performance Date Venue 
1 24 May 2012 De La Warr Pavillion, Bexhill East Sussex 
2 26 May 2012 Queen Elizabeth Hall, Southbank Centre, London 
3 31 May 2012 The Arnolfini, Bristol 
Table 1.1 List of Performances 
 
1.6 Thesis Reading and Navigation Options 
There are two ways in which the three analysis chapters in this thesis (Chapters 4 – 
6) can be read: firstly, consecutively by chapter; and/or secondly by ‘TRAIL’. This 
second option offers the reader an alternative option: the opportunity to access and 
follow themed analytical trajectories. The analysis in Chapter 4 establishes these 
themes as ‘TRAILS’, which can then be traced throughout Chapters 4 – 6. i.e. the 
thesis can be read in one of the two ways: Chapter 4; Chapter 5; Chapter 6, and/or 
TRAIL1 (Chapter 4); TRAIL1 (Chapter 5); TRAIL 1 (Chapter 6); TRAIL 2 (Chapter 
4); TRAIL 2 (Chapter 5); TRAIL 2 (Chapter 6) etc. Figure 1.15 illustrates these two 
options: by Chapter (Figure. 1.15.1) and/or by TRAIL (Figure. 1.15.2). The 
saturation of colour indicates an understanding of process and product through the 
analyses. 
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Figure 1.15 Thesis Navigation Options: By Chapter [1.15.1] and By TRAIL [1.15.2] 
Chapters 5 and 6 are accompanied by video clip examples (Clip#no.) found on the 
SD card located on page 2. Due to the two navigational ways of reading the thesis, 
the video clip examples have been made accessible through either route. The video 
files are multiple formats (.mpeg, .mov, .wmv) due to variances in recording. Files 
have not been converted to all the same file type to preserve video quality. All files 
should be opened in the most recent VLC player  (version 2.2.1), (available to 
download free at www.videolan.org/vlc for both Microsoft Windows  and Mac 
OS X ). This allows all files to be compatible with both operating systems. Select 
either ‘by Chapter’ or ‘by TRAIL’ from the two opening folders on the ground level 
of the SD card to locate the files to open in VLC player. Figure 1.16 shows this 
navigation in Windows 8 by Chapter [a], by TRAIL [b], and the three steps of 
loading video clips in VLC Player [c – e]. Figure 1.17 shows the navigation in Mac 
OS X by Chapter [a], by TRAIL [b], and the three steps of loading video clips in 
VLC Player [c – e]. 
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The research undertaken for this project was approved in 2012 by the Research 
Committee (SRC) for SSPAL (School of Sport, Performing Arts and Leisure). The 
collaborators and individuals in this research project have given consent for the use 
of the recorded material and other documentation. Peyton Jones and Matthews have 
given approval for the use of such resources (including scores and transcriptions) for 
the purposes of this thesis. 
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Figure 1.16 Chapter Navigation, Trail Navigation and VLC file opening in Windows  
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Figure 1.17 Chapter Navigation, Trail Navigation and VLC file opening in Mac 
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1 Overview 
This chapter explores key concepts, theories, practices and research in three fields of 
study: Ethnomusicology: (Anthropological and/or Musicological) (2.2), 
Collaboration, Communication and Creativity (2.3), and Electroacoustics (2.4). The 
focus on these specific discourses is because of a growing, yet under-researched field 
of work on collaboration and creativity in music-making, and especially with regards 
to electronics. Additionally, the use of ethnomusicology as a methodology is a 
growing research approach, becoming increasingly used in Western music (see 2.2 
and 2.4). The areas of investigation within these fields stem from the core research 
questions outlined in the previous chapter. The aim is to provide a context for the 
subsequent discussions and analyses circling the case study Endings conducted 
through chapters 4, 5 and 6. Sections 2.2 – 2.4 identify the scope of current research, 
and specifically, explore the research methods within the examples, and how they 
can be mapped onto/adopted for Endings. These findings feed into the subsequent 
chapter (Chapter 3: Method and Methodology), outlining the methods used in this 
research project.  Finally, at the end of this chapter (2.5) the research questions are 
reconsidered in light of the reviewed text(s). A revised (in detail) set of questions are 
presented. 
 
2.2 Ethnomusicology: Anthropological and/or Musicological? 
Regarding the term ‘ethnomusicology’, Merriam writes: 
It is no longer easy to say precisely where it begins and ends, what its 
purposes are, what kinds of materials it handles or how it is to handle them. 
One point, however, has clearly re-emerged, and this is that ethnomusicology 
is approachable from two directions, the anthropological and the 
musicological. 
 (Merriam, 1964: vii) 
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Although Merriam’s pivotal text The Anthropology of Music dates back to just over 
50 years ago, its content supports the foundations of a half-century of subsequent 
research on ethnomusicology that aims to examine the discipline of ethnomusicology 
and its subset of interdisciplinarities. His ideology is that a true understanding of 
music derives only from an examination of both process and product collectively: 
It is equally clear that since we are all human, anthropologists approaching 
ethnomusicology tend to stress the anthropological aspects, and 
musicologists, the musicologist aspects. Both groups agree, however, that the 
ultimate objective is the fusion of the two taken as an ideal. 
(Merriam, 1964: vii) 
Merriam identifies that this ideal (of 1964), ‘has not yet been achieved’ due to 
‘studies of music […] often treated as an object in itself without reference to the 
cultural matrix out of which it is produced’ (1964: vii – viii): 
Ethnomusicology has concentrated its efforts primarily upon music sound 
and structure, thus emphasizing its musicological component and in great 
part ignoring the anthropological. […] The result has been that the 
anthropological aspect of musicology has remained less developed and, most 
important, less clearly understood than the musicological. The questions 
concerning human behaviour and ideation in conjunction with music have 
barely been asked. […] We understand the sound much better than we 
understand the total organization of its production. 
(1964: vii – viii) 
Thus, music process and music product are counterparts to each other, of which new, 
integrated anthropologically- and musicologically-informed analyses are integral to 
the understanding of music’s existence. To the dismay of some (but not all) 
musicologists, the lack of an anthropological grasp of ethnomusicology (up to 1964) 
is also one of exciting opportunity: Merriam’s text opens a door to the study of 
product and process through the latter half of the Twentieth Century. These studies 
aim to answer the questions surrounding behavioural aspects of music creation, and 
by doing so, although stoking the fire that blurs the definition of the discipline that is 
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ethnomusicology, have fuelled an expanding field of research that offers new 
sociological and cultural approaches to the study of music. 
In 1991 Bruno Nettl and Philip Bohlman co-edited Comparative Musicology and 
Anthropology of Music. This volume of essays from contributors in the field of 
ethnomusicology does not supersede Merriam’s text of 25 years earlier, but 
contributes to the discipline in a way that is representative of its state and identity at 
its time. That is, that within the specific disciplinary contexts that the contributors 
discuss their studies of music (history, psychology, technology, etc.), the studies 
themselves are drawn from diverse cultures across the globe, i.e. in this sense, 
ethnomusicology is the study of the culture behind the music product, dominated 
primarily by non-Western examples. The discipline of ethnomusicology that was 
once so clear (pre-Merriam), is tossed back into a confused state of existence. Nettl 
writes: 
The authors […] are all in some sense ethnomusicologists […] coming from 
various kinds of musical study, from historical musicology, anthropology, 
systematic musicology [and] are specialists in musics of many world 
cultures, including Europe. Some of them would define ethnomusicology as 
the comparative study of the world’s musics; others, as the anthropological 
study of music. 
(Nettl, 1991: xvi) 
The text illustrates that studies of music from varying cultures require analyses of 
process and product tailored to their very socio-cultural existence. In its epilogue, 
Philip Bohlman notes that the studies presented all share a common subject, but ‘the 
precise identity of that common subject, however, may be somewhat more difficult 
to pin down’ (Bohlman, 1991: 357). He says that there is ‘little doubt’ that the term 
‘ethnomusicology’, the theme that flows throughout the works of the contributors, is 
applied ‘to rather different scholarly pursuits’ (1991: 357). 
It is already clear that the term ‘ethnomusicology’ is (in theory and practice) a field 
of study across a variety of disciplines, including creative arts and social sciences, 
e.g. sociology, anthropology (cultural and social) and humanities. It encompasses, or 
is ‘diversity, variety, plurality, interdisciplinary, multidisciplinary, cross-
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disciplinary’ says Bohlman (ibid.), and has been and continues to be a topic of 
debate between musicologists, anthropologists, historians, analysts, etc. in the field 
of music. Yet because of its ever-changing modes of practice, it still remains a 
challenge to define, due to the rage of methods and applications used by people from 
all sorts of backgrounds. 
In an earlier text, Nettl (1983 [2005.ed]: 12 – 13) summarizes ethnomusicology by 
offering four explanations that encompass the discipline, that ‘function as both 
definition and fundamental understandings of what we (as ethnomusicologists) do’: 
1. ‘For one thing, ethnomusicology is the study of music in culture.’ 
(Nettl, 1983 [2005.ed]: 12 – 13) 
Acknowledging that this concept may cause a number of issues, Nettl persists with 
its definition: 
Ethnomusicologists believe that music must be understood as part of culture, 
as a product of human society […] we insist on this belief as an essential 
ingredient of our overall approach. 
(Nettl, 1983 [2005.ed]: 12 – 13) 
 
Thus, music is the product of a culture, and a sociocultural approach to music 
analysis forms the discipline of ethnomusicology. Nettl’s second definition reads: 
2. ‘Just as important, ethnomusicology is the study of the world’s musics 
from a comparative and relativistic perspective.’ 
(Nettl, 1983 [2005.ed]: 12 – 13) 
 
This is the focus of study in Comparative Musicology and Anthropology of Music 
(1991). In order to understand one type of cultured music, a comparative approach 
with other music systems from alternative cultures is adopted, thus allowing the 
typicality or atypicality of a music and between musics to be identified. Thirdly, 
Nettl writes, 
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3. ‘Principally, ethnomusicology is study with the use of fieldwork.’ 
We believe that fieldwork, direct confrontation with musical creation and 
performance, with the people who conceive of, produce, and consume music, 
is essential, and we prefer concentration on intensive work with small 
numbers of individual informants to surveys of large populations. And we 
hope that this association will lead to some kind of benefit for the people 
from who we learn. 
(Nettl, 1983 [2005.ed]: 12-13) 
 
Such fieldwork is a significant part of an ethnomusicologist’s research process, 
however Nettl’s definition excludes a methodological approach. There are two 
principal approaches to the fieldwork that revolve around the researcher’s 
involvement with the culture and people that are part of it. The first stance is an 
observational one: the ethnomusicologist will observe the interactions between 
individuals within the culture (often documented through recordings, videos, etc.) 
and conduct interviews with members as part of a reflective process. The second 
stance is a participatory or action-research involvement, where the ethnomusicologist 
is embedded within the creative practices of the culture by taking part in the activity.  
Although Nettl does not refer to either of these approaches to the fieldwork in his 
definition, he does offer a key point – that the link between ethnomusicologist and 
subject(s) within the culture is not unidirectional. The relationship between 
researcher and subject is mutually symbiotic: the ethnomusicologist learns from the 
sociocultural analysis of the music process, and the music culture learns from the 
researcher’s evaluations and findings through feedback. In Nettl’s final point, he 
says, that 
4. ‘Ethnomusicology is the study of all of the musical manifestations of a 
society’. 
We want to study what is excellent but also what is ordinary and even barely 
acceptable. […] We believe that we must in the end study all of the world’s 
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music, from all peoples and nations, classes, sources, periods of history. We 
just haven’t yet got around to all of it. 
(Nettl, 1983 [2005.ed]: 12 – 13) 
 
Compositional practices provide the opportunities for an ethnomusicologist to 
interrogate process. But Nettl’s final definition implies more than this. Firstly, 
‘musical manifestations’ are societal: musical product is the result of a sociocultural 
process. This is discussed further in 2.3 where an individualist approach to music 
creativity is superseded by a collaborative, collectivist approach. This leads to a 
second point: if all music is the product of sociocultural process (see 2.3), how is the 
term ‘ethnomusicologist’ so different from that of its older sibling ‘musicologist’? 
From Nettl’s perspective the ethnomusicologist is engaged in the study of culture, 
identifying and following the trajectories of behaviour within a society to the 
manifestation of music. A musicologist may be more focussed on the architecture of 
that product (through artefact), rather than the sociocultural processes by which it is 
produced.  
Nicholas Cook’s chapter ‘We are all (ethno)musicologists now’ (2008: pp. 48 – 70) 
in Henry Stobart’s (ed.) edited volume The New (Ethno)musicologies talks of the 
evolution of musicology to include studies of the creative process in Western ‘art’ 
music. Where the term ethnomusicology implies the study of ‘ethnic’ or ‘exotic’ or 
‘world’ music, Western ‘art’ music had not been subjected to an ethnomusicological 
approach. Yet Western music is inclusive of world music. Stobart (2008: 1 – 3) 
opens The New (Ethno)musicologies by stating, 
In many music departments, [ethnomusicology] practices have acquired 
increasing relevance over recent years – shifting away from the margins and 
from automatic identification with the exotic. […] Ethnomusicologists like to 
think of their discipline as defined by methodology rather than object of 
study. 
(Stobart, 2008: 1 – 3) 
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Thus ethnomusicology is a method that can be applied to the entire spectrum of 
‘music’. This is echoed in Bill Ivey’s ‘Seeger Lecture’ Ethnomusicology and the 
Twenty-First Century Music Scene (2010): 
Today, SEM’s [Society of Ethnomusicology] definition of the field is 
inclusive. Ethnomusicology “explores human music-making activities all 
over the world, in all styles, from the immediate present to the distant past.” 
Further, ethnomusicology is about music, people who make it, instruments, 
ideas, behaviours and processes. 
(Ivey, 2010: 19) 
Where all ‘styles’ of music are catered for, it is the ethnomusicologist’s methodology 
towards culture, and a sociocultural approach to music analysis that is its defining 
attribute. Thus, ethnomusicology is applicable to any music, including Western ‘art’ 
music. As Cook writes, 
It was in 1963 that the music historian Claude Palisca prophesied […] that 
the next big development was going to be “the application of 
ethnomusicological method to historical studies of Western music, that is, 
how music functions at all levels of a culture. […] His prophecy has been 
handsomely confirmed. In the first place, ethnomusicologists have turned 
their attention and their methods to the practices of Western ‘art’ music. […] 
(Secondly), there have been musicologists whose approaches […] have been 
deeply influenced by the thinking and practices of ethnomusicology. […] 
Musicology shifted, in the closing decades of the Twentieth Century, towards 
the understanding of music in its multiple cultural contexts, embracing 
production, performance, reception, and all the other activities by virtue of 
which music is constructed as a significant cultural practice. 
(Cook, 2008: 48 – 49) 
 
Thus, although the roots of ethnomusicology may conjure an immediate thought of 
an analysis of sociocultural process behind non-Western music, importantly 
ethnomusicology is a methodology: an approach to analysis, rather than the object of 
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its study. It is this defining attribute of ethnomusicology – its method – that can be 
mapped onto Western ‘art’ music. As Cook says (prophesied by Palisca), an 
ethnomusicological approach to Western ‘art’ music offers new insights into the 
cultural process behind the product. As Laurent Aubert writes in his chapter ‘Shared 
Listening: An Ethnomusicology Perspective’ (2007) in The Music of the Other: New 
Challenges for Ethnomusicology in a Global Age (2009) (translated by Carla 
Riberio), 
Ethnomusicology as a discipline is not by definition the study of ‘other’ 
musical cultures. It does not refer to a particular field of application that 
would arbitrarily group together all ‘non-Western’ and folk music; rather, it 
corresponds to a set of methods that permit us to take into account all 
parameters of a musical act, whatever they might be. It is thus possible [to] 
carry out an ethnomusicological study on a symphony orchestra, [or] a 
techno-music milieu [or] rave parties, as well as on the Karnatak tradition of 
India and the world of the Bambara griots of Mali (for example) 
 (Aubert, 2007: 9) 
 
Specifically sociocultural methods (discussed throughout the thesis) of analysis of 
any music define the discipline of ethnomusicology. However, the applicability of an 
ethnomusicological approach to a whole host of music genres, invites questions on 
‘music’ as the object of study. Firstly, ethnomusicology redefines ‘music’ as both 
process and product, rather than merely the latter. Timothy Rice writes: 
Another problem with the term ‘music’ is that it refers to a product rather 
than a process. As a result, early studies in the field of ethnomusicology often 
focussed on elements and structures of music that had been fixed in musical 
notation or in sound recordings. Such studies did not capture what 
ethnomusicologists observed during their fieldwork, namely the interactions 
between all the human beings present during a musical event, the motivations 
behind their behaviours, and the significance they attach to them. 
(Rice, 2014: 6) 
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Thus the mere existence of music as a sociocultural process (as well as an aesthetic 
product) substantiates ethnomusicology as a discipline of analysis, i.e. the term 
‘music’ is more than a product– it is a process as well, because ethnomusicology 
defines it in this way. A second question prompted by Aubert’s statement of 
ethnomusicology to tackle any form of music concerns music as an aesthetic product 
(not process), and thus poses the widely considered question ‘what is music?’. 
Where ethnomusicology is a method by which any type of music (process and 
product) is subjected to a sociocultural analysis, the term ‘music’ suffers from issues 
both within and defining its own aesthetic. John Blacking defines music as ‘highly 
organised sound,’ in his seminal text How Musical is Man? (1973: 116) – a text 
which Rice notes to ‘avoid the inconvenient noun ‘music’ and the yet-not-widely-
used verb ‘to music’ in its title, having previously cited Christopher Small’s use of 
music as a verb (to music) in Musicking: The Meanings of Performing and Listening  
(1998). On Small’s use of a the verb ‘to music’, Rice writes, 
He redefined music as an activity, rather than a thing. He wanted neologism 
to capture all the musical thinking, the ‘musicking’ humans do – not just 
playing music but responding and assigning meanings to the musical sounds 
made by others 
(Rice, 2014: 7) 
This reinforces music’s existence as sociocultural process, however Blacking’s 
definition of ‘music’ as ‘highly organised sound’ is, as Rice says, ‘[maybe] too 
limited.’ (2014: 6). This is due to a wave of transitions in music’s aesthetic 
throughout the Twentieth Century, where the composite of music moved away from 
conventionalised pitch and duration towards an exploration of timbre. Contemporary 
composer Minoru Hatanaka writes in David Toop’s Haunted Weather, that  
the collapse of tonal music this century has opened the way for a musical 
revolution […] with the expansion of sound-producing materials and 
technological progress leading all manner of sounds to be treated as music. 
Forms of expression are now emerging which simply do not fit within the 
conventional framework of “music”.  
(Hatanaka, in Toop, 2004: 8) 
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The revolution Hatanaka refers to stems from a number of mid-twentieth-century 
developments with electronics and recording, alongside experimental theories and 
practices with what would previously have been considered ‘noise’ or simply 
‘sound.’ Brandon LaBelle writes that the term ‘sound’ as an aesthetic category has, 
[…] continually gained prominence, initially through the experimental music 
of John Cage and musique concrète, divisions between music and sound 
stimulated adventures in electronics, field recording, the spatialization of 
sonic presentation, and the introduction of alternative procedures. Musical 
composition was to take on a broader set of terms that often left behind 
traditional instrumentation and the control of the composer’s hand.  
(LaBelle, 2006: xii). 
 
The two pioneers of musique concrète (Pierre Schaeffer and Pierre Henry) redefined 
music both as process and product. Their process of using multiple tape recordings 
together as a form of pastiche composition ignored all previous conventions of 
traditional Western notation and scoring. The product was a presentation of sounds 
(via tape) of the environment. Additionally exemplified through Cage’s theories and 
practices with indeterminate, aleatoric and chance compositions (see Pritchett, 1993: 
105), the idea of ‘sounds,’ from a variety of sources outside of ‘traditional 
instrumentation’ (LaBelle, 2006: xii), can now exist as an integral part in 
contemporary music. R. Murray Schafer writes,  
to define music merely as sounds would have been unthinkable a few years 
ago, though today it is the more exclusive definitions that are proving 
acceptable. Little by little throughout the twentieth century, all the 
conventional definitions of music have been exploded by the abundant 
activities of musicians themselves. 
(Schafer, 1977: 5) 
Such contemporary practices and theories have challenged existing definitions of 
music, noise and silence. Schafer places ‘music’ and ‘noise’ at opposite ends of the 
spectrum, suggesting ‘noise’ as a subjective term through referencing the colloquial 
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phrase ‘one man’s music may be another man’s noise’ (1977: 183). He refers to such 
a definition of ‘noise’ as ‘unwanted sound’ (1977: 182 – 183). He does however 
provide three alternative definitions, despite stating ‘unwanted sound’ to be 
‘probably the most satisfactory’ (1977: 182 – 183). Schafer’s second definition is 
drawn from physicist Hermann Helmholtz’s suggestion of ‘unmusical sound’ such as 
the ‘rustling of leaves’. The third definition as “any loud sound” serves as a term 
appropriate to social law in consideration to noise-pollution and sounds that exceed 
decibel limit set in regulation. Schafer’s final definition describes noise as 
‘disturbance in any signalling system,’ contextualized in electronic and engineering 
fields. Between ‘noise’ and ‘music,’ John Cage searched for a meaning in ‘silence.’ 
Through his renowned research experience in the anechoic chamber, Cage’s search 
for silence left him hearing his own nervous system and his pulsating blood 
circulation (Toop, 2004: 7). Cage’s definition of ‘silence’ existing as a mere concept, 
found its way into his compositional-based music practices, the most notable of these 
being 4’33” (1952), where ‘silence’ was proven not to exist, and we, as the audience, 
may experience the ‘environmental’ surrounding sound presented as ‘music.’ 
Schafer writes: 
John Cage has declared: “Music is sounds, sounds around us, whether we’re 
in or out of concert halls: cf. Thoreau.” The reference is to Thoreau’s 
Walden, where the author experiences the sounds and sights of nature as 
inexhaustible entertainment. […]Today all sounds belong to the continuous 
field of possibilities lying within the comprehensive dominion of music. 
Behold the new orchestra: the sonic universe! And the musicians: anyone and 
anything that sounds. 
(Schafer, 1977: 5) 
Whether the works by the likes of Cage are subjectively considered ‘music’ or 
‘sound’, they exist as a sonic aesthetic – they are designed to be sonic art. Thus, 
where ethnomusicology tackles any form of music, twentieth-century experimental 
music warrants an equal focus. In fact, where many of Cage’s works centre on 
elements of chance, such a process, resulting in a seemingly (but not) unorganized 
product, may be more of a revelation to that of the ‘highly organised’ processes 
behind conventional music. Rice argues that even environmental sound deserves an 
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ethnography, irrelevant of its subjective correlation with music. Due to man’s 
interaction with the sonic environment, he questions, 
Does this mean that our definition of music as humanly organised sound is 
too narrow? Because all humans live in and interact with the sounding 
environments, whether the sounds of nature or the sounds of modern warfare, 
some ethnomusicologists have begun to suggest recently that our object of 
study should be that of sound and not just of music. That view challenges our 
simple definition of the field. Perhaps someday ethnomusicologists will have 
created an ‘ethnosonicology.’ 
(Rice, 2014: 5) 
 
The definition of ethnomusicology then is limited. What is clear however, is that the 
role of the ethnomusicologist is to understand music via its sociocultural process. It 
expands on the study of music by analysing the behaviour that produces it, rather 
than just the product of such behaviour. This is conducted through fieldwork – the 
ethnomusicologist takes part or observes the creative practices that produce a type of 
music. What is most common amongst ethnomusicological discussion, is that music 
is the product of a socially-interactive process. It is the social behaviour between 
practitioners within a community that ethnomusicologists place under the 
microscope. The creative process within groups is an expanding field of study, which 
is discussed further in section 2.3. However, honing in further on Nettl’s third point, 
that ethnomusicology is an observational method through the use of fieldwork, we 
may turn to a number of recent practical research examples that explore music as 
process, specifically with regards to (or at least within a context of) a socio-cultural 
process. Regarding ethnographic research in music (specifically fieldwork), 
musicologist Jonathon Stock writes (in his chapter ‘Documenting the Musical Event: 
Observation, Participation, Representation’ in Eric Clarke’s and Nicholas Cook’s 
(ed.) text Empirical Musicology: Aims, Methods, Prospects): 
 
The study of music through fieldwork may be useful […] in at least two 
respects. First, it is self-evident that music is more than simply sets of sounds 
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(and the notating of these sounds in symbols). Music is process as well as 
product, an arena for both social action and personal reflection. 
 
(Stock, 2004: 19) 
 
Stock’s approach to musical analysis does not single out the analysis of ‘sounds’ and 
the notation of these sounds, but rather relates the artefacts as products that are 
inherent to a process. The rehearsal environment/‘arena’ offers fieldwork material 
for analysis by observation to reveal new readings in musicological research. Stock 
writes: 
the musicologist who analyses what musicians and others actually do on 
particular musical occasions, and how these individuals explain what they do, 
is likely to gain enlightening perspectives on the sounds that emerge  
(Stock, 2004: 19). 
 
Thus, an observational analysis of Endings aims to uncover the processes behind the 
product in order to reveal such ‘enlightening perspectives’ on the collaborative and 
creative output between Peyton Jones and Matthews. Stock’s statement of process as 
an ‘arena’ for both social and personal reflection’ suggests that such observational 
analyses of process will reveal social interactions between individuals, thus 
contributing to an understanding of the nature of the collaborative relationship 
between the composers. This is what this thesis endeavours to do. 
Stock’s second reasoning for an observational study and fieldwork as a 
methodological approach to music research is that such approaches:  
offer the socially orientated musicologist access to many kinds of music in 
Western society that have yet to be extensively written about from a 
historical perspective, and for which a full range of printed scores, published 
recordings, and other written documentation may not exist. 
(Stock, 2004: 19) 
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Although Endings partly offers printed scores (used for analysis in Chapter 4), 
Matthews’s practice does not yield the same type of conventional notation. Instead, 
this chapter reveals how she works collaboratively in rehearsal. Chapter 6 reveals 
how she works in performance with regards to her own score, detailing her creative 
practice with software and hardware. 
Michael Angrosino’s and Judith Rosenberg’s chapter ‘Observations on Observation: 
Continuities and Challenges’ (2011: 467) identifies a number of variants, issues and 
discrepancies with ‘observation’. It is however Angrosino’s and Rosenberg’s early 
concern about how observational research is practiced that is relevant to how the 
rehearsal footage of Endings may be observed. Their point is situated in the context 
of a historical development, from a classic tradition of observational analysis to a 
contemporary approach to fieldwork, where the role of the researcher varies between 
an objective nature (classic) and a subjective nature (modern). They distribute these 
approaches across a spectrum however, stating: 
The goal of contemporary observational research is not to replace the classic 
idea of pure objectivity with one of total, membership-driven empathy. Both 
of these approaches remain as constituent elements in the process of 
observation-based research; they represent, however, extreme points at 
opposite ends of a continuum of research practice  
(Angrosino and Rosenberg, 2011: 468) 
They therefore offer a model that is comfortably between traditional and 
contemporary approaches: observational research must ‘consider the attributes and 
activities of the ethnographers themselves’ (compromising on the classic tradition by 
identifying the significance of the researcher’s background on interpretation of the 
observed) yet it ‘cannot become so utterly subjective that it loses the rigor of 
carefully conducted, clearly recorded, and intelligently interpreted observations; 
ethnography is more that casually observed opinion’ (Angrosino and Rosenberg, 
2011: 468).  
These considerations are taken into account when observing the rehearsal footage in 
this rehearsal. Although expanding in academic music literature, work on observing 
musical rehearsal (and its documented counterpart for later analysis) as a 
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methodological approach to gathering and understanding qualitative data is a means 
of scholarly musicology that itself remains in early development. Musicologist 
Elaine King writes in her paper ‘Collaboration and the Study of Ensemble Rehearsal’ 
(2004: 3) that there is ‘a growing body of research on social interaction in chamber 
ensembles’, continuing to confirm the significance of observational methods of 
analysis in this field of research. She states that ‘the majority of studies’ (of social 
collaboration in rehearsals) have been ‘carried out through case-study observation’. 
King links the process of collaboration as an integral component of chamber music 
rehearsal, due to the necessary interaction ‘both musically and socially’ (2004: 2) 
between performers because of the lack of conductor direction. Although King 
suggests the significance of interaction between performers when a conductor is 
absent, her statement does place a high level of importance on collaboration in the 
rehearsal process in general – the paper’s title for a start directly links collaboration 
to rehearsal. King’s suggestion regarding the presence of the conductor implies that 
if a conductor is present, social interaction will exist between performer and 
conductor instead of between performer and performer. It can be said then that 
within any given rehearsal with more than one individual, social interaction exists as 
a prominent component to be observed and analysed to reveal and understand 
process. King’s paper exemplifies a model of rehearsal analysis operated and 
approached through an observational methodology, where collaboration exists as a 
fundamental constituent to the rehearsal framework, along with structure and 
technique. 
King discusses the three aforementioned areas of the framework by section. 
Beginning with ‘structure’, and noting rehearsal to exist as musical practice, King 
identifies levels through which structure may exist, for example based on long- or 
short-term scales, subdividing structure into three subsequent levels: General Plan; 
Session Plan; and Approach to individual pieces. King uses studies conducted by 
Krampe and Ericsson (1995) to discuss how the general plan of structure operates 
through an individual’s approach to practice, where schedule, goals and repertoire 
are the key factors. Discussing the session plan, King notes inherent aspects of 
rehearsal structure, including the length and pace of rehearsal, offering Cox (1989: 
212) as an example: ‘directors showed a preference for rehearsal structured with a 
fast/slow/fast paced pattern of activity and a ‘closural’ activity at the end, such as 
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running through a familiar piece of music’ (King, 2004: 2). She also notes the time-
plan of rehearsal as part of the session plan. The final subsection, ‘Approach to 
individual piece’, concerns aspects of a strategy towards practicing specific pieces 
(citing Miklaszewski (1989) and Goodman (2000)) to offer examples such as 
sequential/non-sequential/rounded sequential approaches to the composition based 
on dissecting or rather segmenting the work). Other strategies include determining 
where the performer is in perfecting the piece, and the way the performer may 
practice, such as a start-to-finish run through, or repeatedly working on a specific 
number of bars for example (King, 2004: 2). These levels of structure are 
summarized in the table below. 
Structure 
1. General plan  
•Overall schedule of rehearsals (e.g. time, frequency etc.)  
•Goals (e.g. performances, exams, competitions, auditions)  
•Plan of repertoire to be learned/rehearsed  
2. Session plan  
•Structure of rehearsal (including objectives/outcomes)  
•Length of rehearsal & pace of activity  
•Timing & distribution of activities (e.g. warm-up, work on old/new pieces)  
3. Approach to individual piece  
•Stages of practice over time  (first ‘run’ to ‘polishing’)  
•Function of run-throughs and close-up work in each session  
•Agenda according to segmentation: sequential/non-sequential 
 
Table 2.1 Rehearsal ‘Structure’ (King 2004) 
 
Regarding the second area of her framework, ‘collaboration’, King expands on the 
integral nature of collaboration to rehearsal previously stated. She notes such 
collaborative fundamentals to be facilitative of both musically-creative and socially-
interactive productivity, stating collaboration ‘to allow musicians the opportunity to 
cultivate ideas as well as to develop interpersonal relationships’. As with ‘structure,’ 
King further categorizes ‘collaboration’ in rehearsal into three subsection: discourse; 
social collaboration; and musical collaboration. She writes that collaboration is 
‘ultimately reflected in the discourse manifested between co-performers during 
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rehearsal’, identifying discourse to exist verbally and/or non-verbally, such as 
gestural communication. Through contrasting researched case studies conducted by 
Goodman (2000) and Williamon and Davidson (2002), King writes: 
The(se) findings [from the case studies] indicate that the quantity of verbal 
discourse might depend on the familiarity (or rather unfamiliarity) of the 
performers, their individual experiences of rehearsal and their ability to 
articulate thoughts either in words of during play, hence explicitly or 
implicitly  
(King, 2004: 3) 
 
A quantitative analysis of verbal discourse (‘talking’) vs. ‘playing’ forms the first 
part of the analysis in Chapter 5. King suggests the use of Bale’s (1959; 1999) 
categorization of ‘task-related’ discourse vs. ‘socio-emotional’ discourse ‘to evaluate 
the nature of the discourse […] in order to fully understand the role of verbal and 
non-verbal discourse’ (King, 2004: 3) as a means of collaboration in rehearsal. 
Examples of ‘task-related’ discourse between composers forms the basis of the 
qualitative analysis in the second half of Chapter 5: these examples aim to uncover 
the extent to which creative collaboration rests on verbal discourse. King’s second 
subsection of collaboration, is ‘social collaboration’. This is ‘expressed in the 
relationship between co-performers as individuals and as a group’. King (2004) notes 
how the developments of research in this area of social interaction in music 
ensembles (notably chamber ensembles) have been approached through 
observational methodologies, further supporting the use of an observational 
methodology for Endings. King discusses approaches to social collaboration with 
regards to issues surrounding roles and the evolution of ‘group dynamics’ and how 
these may be investigated both through questionnaires, and interviews. It is the latter 
of these two approaches that supplement the approaches to rehearsal in Endings. 
King’s final subsection of collaboration is entirely musical, despite existing through 
discourse (either explicitly or implicitly as verbal or non-verbal communication). 
Although stating that this specific area of research into musical collaboration is 
limited, King uses the word ‘coordination’ to discuss this level of collaboration 
between co-performers, appropriated through analysing ‘coordination of content’ 
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and ‘coordination of process’ (2004: 4) where such interactions on musical 
issues/aspects are generally observed as implicit. King suggests that verbal 
communication is used to tackle musical issues surrounding cognitive, physical, 
technical and interpretative ideas at a level of negotiation. The framework that King 
provides on collaboration can act as an influential method and model for analysing 
the collaborative processes in Endings (see Chapter 5). Similar to King’s first section 
on ‘structure,’ a table drawn from her paper summarizes the areas of ‘collaboration’. 
 
Collaboration 
1. Discourse  
•Verbal/non-verbal (e.g. balance between talking/playing)  
•Analysis of ‘task-related’ utterances and ‘socio-emotional’ utterances  
2. Social collaboration  
•Observation of socio-emotional & socio-cultural factors  
•Analysis of group dynamics (within & across rehearsals)  
•Identification of ‘team roles’ within group  
3. Musical collaboration  
•Coordination of content and process 
•Types of negotiation using verbal discourse (for exchanging 
technical/expressive ideas)  
 
Table 2.2 Rehearsal ‘Collaboration’ (King, 2004) 
 
The final section of King’s framework of rehearsal analysis is ‘techniques’ – analysis 
of which King also states to be most notably approached through observational 
methods. As with the preceding two fields within the framework, ‘techniques’ is 
subcategorized into three sections: general; piece-specific; and group-specific. Here, 
it is the last of the three subdivisions that is relevant as a method to analyse Endings: 
group practices surrounding interaction and collaboration remain the pertinent line of 
enquiry, (as opposed to lone-working practices of an individual). King gives 
examples of group-specific techniques in her table below (Table 2.3), which includes 
for comparative purposes examples of the individual techniques. 
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Techniques 
 1. General (examples)  
•Intonation-building techniques  
•Tuning-up/warming-up techniques  
•Preparing scores/editions/programmes  
•Balancing ‘runs’ and ‘work’ 
 2. Piece-specific (examples)  
•Segmentation/chunking  
•Slow practice (with/without metronome)  
•Trial-and-error  
•Analysis of score/form (e.g. to isolate key lines)  
•Hearing select parts together  
•Tuning specific chords & progressions (from bass upwards)  
 3. Group-specific (examples)  
•Metronome exercises to improve group’s timekeeping  
•Intonation-building techniques  
•Techniques to support weaker players (if necessary)  
•Techniques to improve blending of sounds/timbres  
 
Table 2.3 Rehearsal ‘Techniques’ (King, 2004) 
 
In addition to King, Jane Davidson (2004) also provides a model for analysing the 
rehearsal process in her chapter ‘Music as Social Behaviour’. She writes: 
There have been only a few studies exploring group processes in music. […] 
The principle reason for this is that in order to assess how a group operates, it 
is necessary to have a detailed account of their daily practices and operating 
procedures. […] Qualitative approaches permit this depth on enquiry. 
 (Davidson, 2004: 67) 
 
Davidson offers a model for rehearsal analysis that stems from her previous research, 
‘Social and musical co-ordination between members of a string quartet: an 
exploratory study’ (Davidson and Good, 2002). Davidson and Good offer two 
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similar ways to King: interviews and video documentation. Regarding video 
documentation, Davidson writes: 
The researchers simply placed a video camera in the rehearsal room. They 
analysed the recordings using the following categories, for which detailed 
criteria were drawn up. 
 Social conversation (general topics related to friendship, jokes etc.) 
 Nonverbal social interaction (related to non-musical issues, and 
including physical contact, gestures, degree of proximity, looking 
behaviours, etc.) 
 Musical conversations (discussions about technical or expressive 
points in the music) 
 Nonverbal musical interactions (gestures demonstrating a musical 
purpose: coordinating entrances and exits, expressive gestures for 
particular passages, etc.) 
 
and 
 
 Musical interactions (dynamics, timing profiles, and when the music 
starts and stops). 
(Davidson, 2004: 68) 
 
When assessing and evaluating the rehearsal footage of Endings, specifically the 
themes of ‘musical conversations’, ‘nonverbal musical interactions’ and ‘musical 
interactions’ will be investigated: these three categories will help to identify creative 
and collaborative processes. The core difference between the former and the latter 
two of these three themes concerns the relationship between ‘talking’ and ‘playing’ 
in rehearsal. John Colson (2012; 2015) has written extensively on rehearsal strategy 
with regards to these themes. Firstly, he writes: 
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So much depends on the score study, planning, and preparations of the 
conductor. […] if the conductor is prepared for the rehearsal process, the use 
of rehearsal time is not a big problem. 
(Colson, 2015: 89) 
 
Chapter 4 explores the pre-rehearsal preparations between Peyton Jones and 
Matthews. During this time, although ‘score study’ supplemented the preparations, 
the majority of time was spent on listening to recordings/demos, and discussion. 
Endings challenges conventional concepts of rehearsal preparation, where on the one 
hand the conductor requires a strong understanding of the scored music, but on the 
other hand is required to be a part of additional, improvised decisions in the music.  
Where both King and Davidson identify a strong role for talking or (‘verbal 
discourse’/’musical conversation’) during rehearsal, Endings challenges a number of 
Colson’s suggestions specifically regarding this talking role. He writes, 
When analyzing why a particular rehearsal process did not really work well, 
[ask] […] ‘Did the conductor talk too much?’ […] What I would like to do is 
limit the number of words that are spoken by the conductor in the rehearsal 
process. Verbosity tends to be a very big problem for many conductors 
during the rehearsal process. It simply wastes time. 
(Colson, 2015: 90 – 91, 127 – italics in original) 
Colson has made these suggestions in earlier texts focussing on conventional, 
hierarchical, large ensemble rehearsals (with a conductor). Although this is non-
collaborative practice, regarding possible ways to ‘waste time’, he says, 
there is too much talking during the rehearsal process [and] the conductor 
makes too many verbal comments. […] Verbal communication […] is a 
necessary part of the rehearsal process […] however […] the conductor 
[should] keep the verbal communication to a minimum in the rehearsal 
process. […] There are times in the rehearsal process when the only solution 
is for the conductor to stop and verbalize to the players. The conductor must 
make these rehearsal choices: to stop or not to stop. However, long periods of 
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rehearsal time devoted to verbalizing will probably do little in achieving 
rehearsal process objectives. When verbal explanations or demonstrations are 
necessary, keep them concise and employ them infrequently. 
(2012: 57, 69, 143 – 144) 
 
The analysis in chapter 5 explores the verbal discourse between Peyton Jones and 
Matthews during the rehearsal process. By reviewing and transcribing the recorded 
footage of the rehearsals, the analysis aims to uncover the extent to which making, 
exploring and practicing creative decisions between Peyton Jones and Matthews rely 
on talking. Quantitatively analysing durations of time spent talking and time spent 
playing will show how the addition of an improvising electronics artist challenges 
the aspects of conventional rehearsal setups that Colson discusses. Thus, the chapter 
explores contemporary approaches to conducting rehearsal, and the challenges that 
conventional approaches face. 
Regarding contemporary approaches, especially when working with electronics and 
other technologies, Edwin Roxburgh writes, 
There is absolutely no necessity to have expertise in the technology involved 
in order to conduct music which involves combining orchestral instruments 
or voices with electronics. But such works demand that the aural perception 
of the conductor can fully comprehend what is implicit in the electronic 
element of the music, especially when the sound sources are complex. […] 
While conductors do not need to be involved in the technology related to 
works deploying live instruments and computers, their awareness of the often 
complex tasks of those controlling the electronic element is vital, especially 
in rehearsals. 
 (2014: 81, 134) 
 
The observation and analysis of rehearsal aims to uncover the extent of the aural 
perception that Matthews’s contribution demands of Peyton Jones during rehearsal, 
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in addition to a number of other language issues that may be faced.  Roxburgh 
writes,  
Current technology will always be an aspect of enquiry in scheduling 
rehearsals and performances. This extra dimension in a conductor’s world is 
an important ingredient in the evolution of the language of music. The 
conductor is part of the process. […] In learning and preparing a new work 
with electronics, the conductor should have an equally informed 
understanding of [the electronics] as the instrumental and vocal [parts]. This 
will create a good foundation for the collaboration with the electronics 
performer and give the conductor essential control of all aspects of the score 
[work] in a performance. 
(2014: 101 – 102) 
A number of Lamberto Coccioli’s suggestions made in Roxburgh’s text are explored 
in the rehearsal analysis of Endings. Roxburgh writes: 
Coccioli considers the balance is the most difficult issue for a conductor to 
deal with because he/she is not in the right position to listen to the combined 
effect of the electroacoustic elements through the speakers around the 
auditorium and the live instruments which might also be amplified. His 
solution is that a second conductor should be available in rehearsals so that 
the main conductor can listen to the effect in the auditorium. 
(2014: 134) 
Issues arising between the balance of electronics and amplified instruments in 
Endings will be revealed, (through the analysis) and the notion of how a second 
conductor could facilitate the process will be considered in Chapter 7 (Conclusions). 
Furthermore, Roxburgh writes, ‘it is important for the electronics performer to have 
a major input relating to the format for rehearsals (2014: 134). Thus, Matthews’s 
contribution to the rehearsal structure is considered. Roxburgh writes: 
The conductor must always have in mind that the electronics performer has a 
fairly complicated task, not only in setting up, but performing the required 
operations in rehearsal and performance. […] A conductor must not 
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complain, and might use the time either rehearsing the orchestra or 
explaining what the music is about. […] The more the players know about a 
work the more they can apply their artistry to the performance. […] At every 
opportunity explain what the music is about. It is not always understood by 
instrumentalists that the electronic element is an integrated part […] and not a 
separate element. Encourage the players to think of the electronics as a 
musical instrument. Coccioli encourages conductors to accept that after what 
can be an exhausting process of rehearsal in which the electronics performer 
has to be involved in many of the decisions, it is the conductor who must take 
the final responsibility. Such collaboration is the mainstay of this exciting 
and evolving medium. 
(2014: 135 – 136) 
 
The analysis of Endings will explore the extent to which these suggestions can be 
helpful to practitioners. 
In many of the current examples of ethnographic approach to music analysis 
discussed, the term ‘collaboration’ often finds it place amongst discussions on 
musician relationships, communication and creativity. However the term 
‘collaboration’ requires further thought if to be applied and evaluated in Endings  
 
2.3 Collaborative Process, Communication and Creativity 
‘If you have an apple and I have an apple and we exchange these apples then 
you and I will still each have one apple. But if you have an idea and I have an 
idea and we exchange these ideas, then each of us will have two ideas’ 
(Attributed to George Bernard Shaw, from Brannan, 1949) 
 
The topic of creativity has prompted a vast field of research over the past century in 
a variety of subjects including the social sciences (psychology, sociology,  
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anthropology), medical sciences (biology, chemistry, neurology, neuroscience) and 
other arts and humanities. Significantly though, Paul Paulus and Bernard Nijstad 
(2003) state that 
most research and writing on creativity has focused on individual creativity, 
the ‘lone genius,’ with little recognition of the social and group factors that 
influence the creative process. […] Even though there has been increasing 
awareness of the importance of social, cultural, contextual and organizational 
factors in creativity, there has been far less systematic focus on the group 
processes related to creativity. This is a serious deficit because increasingly, 
creative achievements require the collaboration of groups of teams. 
(Paulus and Nijstad, 2003: pp. 3 – 5) 
 
It is the collaborative process between individuals that is important to the 
ethnomusicologist’s analysis of the creative process, and the interactive and 
communicative behaviour between members within any collaboration. 
Discussions on the ideologies of individualism and collectivism have been most 
notably approached through social, cultural and political contexts. David Henry 
Feldman writes in the forward to Vera John-Steiner’s text Creative Collaboration 
(2000: ix), that it was social theorist Jean Piaget who ‘fashioned a theory of 
intellectual development that placed a lone seeker of knowledge (an “epistemic”) as 
the centre of the development process […] place(ing) the individual self as the 
highest and most valuable element in western society’. Feldman writes, 
The greatest development theorist (Piaget) of the Twentieth Century played 
an important role in bringing about the revolution that placed the individual 
self as the highest and most valuable element in Western society. […] Each 
individual […] must construct or create increasingly sophisticated 
instruments for knowing and understanding the world. Although others might 
play a supportive role in this effort, each person must accomplish the goals of 
cognitive development largely alone. […] Essential to Piaget’s epistemology 
is the idea that each person has control of his or her own development, is 
individually responsible for creating more powerful structures for perceiving 
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and interpreting the world, and arrive at the pinnacle of mind’s power under 
one’s own command. 
(Feldman, in John-Steiner, 2000: ix) 
As Feldman outlines, Piaget’s ideology ‘gave voice to the distinctively twentieth-
century belief that individuals are responsible for themselves’ (ibid.: x). However, 
towards the mid-to-late Twentieth Century, Piaget’s ideologies became superseded 
by Soviet Russian psychologist Lev Vygotsky, countering Piaget’s individualist 
ideologies with characteristically collectivist philosophies: 
Piaget’s star in the capitalist, individualist Western sky began to fade as the 
star of the collectivist, social, relationship-orientated Vygotsky rose 
dramatically in the East […] with [a] fundamental commitment to 
relationship as the central ingredient in human development. […] A uniquely 
human reliance can […] be conveyed only by other members of one’s 
society, and society [has] the hallmark of our species’ development, with 
speech as the example of this process par excellence. 
(Feldman, in John-Steiner, 2000: xi) 
The role of speech as a verbal discourse acts as the core level of collaborative 
communication in a collectivist society. Social psychologists Michele Gelfand, 
Harry Triandis and Darius Chan have stated in their 1996 journal entry to the 
European Journal to Social Psychology that ‘recently much attention has been 
focussed on specifying the attributes of individualism and collectivism’ (1996: 399). 
In defining collectivism and individualism they signify two fundamental qualities in 
order to differentiate the terms. Through referencing Markus and Kitayama’s article 
‘Culture and self: Implications for cognition, emotion, and motivation’ (1991) in 
Psychological Review, Gelfand et. al state: 
A defining attribute of collectivism appears to be the definition of the ‘self’ 
as independent for individualists, and as interdependent for collectivists. In 
collectivist cultures, the self is conceived as an aspect of a collective – 
family, tribe, work-group, religious group, party, geographic district, or 
whatever is considered as an ingroup by members of the culture. By contrast, 
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among individualists the definition of the self is unrelated to specific 
collectives. 
(Gelfand et. al, 1996: 224) 
Gelfand et. al (1996) claim that the second attribute separating definitions of 
individualism and collectivism is ‘concerned with the goals of the individual and the 
collective’: 
Amongst collectivists these goals are consistent, so that the individual does 
what the collective expects, asks, or demands, and rarely opposes the will of 
the collective. When a conflict exists between one’s own goals and the goals 
of the collective, collectivists think that it is ‘obvious’ that the collective 
goals should have priority. By contrast, individualists may have personal 
goals that are inconsistent with the goals of their ingroups. When a conflict 
does exist, many individualists think that it is ‘obvious’ that the individual 
goals should have priority. 
(Gelfand et. al, 1996: 253) 
It is this second attribute that emphasizes the Vygotskian ideology of collectivism, in 
that, when working together, it is the togetherness that is inherent in reaching a 
successful goal. Feldman (2000) writes that John-Steiner’s text, is ‘exquisitely 
Vygotskian: working together productively toward shared goals is a human activity 
unique and valuable in its contributions to individual and social well-being’ (John-
Steiner, 2000: xi). Here, Feldman has noted that the collective contributes to the 
individual. The suggestion that collectivism reflects ‘valuably’ on an individual has 
been documented in association with creativity and identity. Seana Moran and John-
Steiner cite the works of Bateson, Goldberger et al., and Holland et al. (1998) in their 
chapter ‘Identity and Motivation in Creative Collaboration’ in Collaborative 
Creativity: Contemporary Perspectives (ed. Miell and Littleton, 2004: 14) to state 
that ‘over time, creative collaboration can become a vehicle for identity 
development, allowing different aspects of identities to come to the fore, 
differentiate from, and integrate with other emergent identities.’ Referencing their 
own earlier work from 2003, and Helson and Pais (2000) they continue to write that 
‘from a Vygotskian perspective, creativity [through collaboration] not only 
 
 
 
84 
 
transforms objective materials into creative products, [but] it also transforms the 
creator. They quote Engeström et al. (1999: 39) stating, ‘in fulfilling the activity, the 
subjects also change and develop themselves.’ 
Thus, to summarise, a collectivist approach has two core advantages: firstly, 
collectivism amalgamates individuals to think collectively about a goal: this will 
impact creatively on the product. Secondly a collectivist process transforms and 
develops individuals by sharing ideas, as outlined in Bernard Shaw’s quote offered at 
the beginning of this section. Thus, whilst sharing ideas both ‘you and ‘I’ have 
developed as collaborators. The Vygotskian collectivist ideology has a direct link 
with the term ‘collaboration’. Moran and John-Steiner’s text adopts the term 
collaborative as opposed to the ‘collective.’ Additionally, after having stated an 
apparent flow of a Vygotskian ideology throughout John-Steiner’s text (2000), 
Feldman directly links the term ‘collaboration’ to the collectivist nature of the text. 
He writes that, 
[…] even when considering achievements typically believed to be 
individually created such as Einstein’s theory of relativity or Darwin’s theory 
of Evolution [John-Steiner’s work] shows the unmistakeable signs of 
collaboration. 
 (Feldman, in John-Steiner, 2000: xi) 
Collaboration is a result of Vygotskian collectivist ideology: collaboration is 
collectivist, however collaboration is only possible because of the willingness of 
individuals (something Schrage [1990] calls the ‘social matrix’.) However, defining 
the term ‘collaboration’ merely as ‘collectivist’ leaves very little understanding of 
the attributes of a collaborative process. Aside from being collectivist, what does it 
actually mean to be ‘collaborative,’ and what are the defining attributes (if definitive 
at all) of different types of collaborative processes? 
Originating in the mid-nineteenth century, from the Latin labore (to work) to 
collabore, meaning ‘work together,’ the Oxford Dictionary defines collaboration as: 
1. noun. the action of working with somebody to produce something 
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Although the Vygotskian collectivist ideology will suggest that both the ‘something’ 
(object/product) and ‘somebody’ (subject via process) in this definition will 
transform and develop, the definition is ambiguous in that it does not detail the 
‘action of working.’ It is understanding this ‘action of working’ process between 
individuals that is important to anthropologists and ethnomusicologists. Lengthier 
definitions, such as Michael Schrage (1990) also fall short of explaining how 
‘working together’ operates, 
Collaboration is the process of shared creation: two or more 
individuals with complementary skills interacting to create a shared 
understanding that none had previously possessed or could have come 
to on their own. Collaboration creates a shared meaning about a 
process, a product, or an event. In this sense, there is nothing routine 
about it. Something is there that wasn’t there before. Collaboration 
can occur by mail, over the phone lines, and in person. But the true 
medium of collaboration is other people. Real innovation comes from 
the social matrix... [and] is a relationship with a dynamic 
fundamentally different from ordinary communication  
(Schrage, 1990: 40 - 41)  
The definition summarises what collaboration is, but not how it works. It does not 
tell how the ‘relationship with a dynamic fundamentally different from ordinary 
communication’ is different. Significantly this definition is also problematic in that it 
talks of collaborators having ‘complementary skills.’ (see page 234) This is not 
necessarily the case: the analysis in the subsequent chapters of this thesis will show 
that the collaborators in Endings have a very opposing set of skills that may not 
necessarily complement each other: Peyton Jones’s and Matthews’s creative 
practices are vastly different, yet they communicate and work together towards a 
‘shared creation.’ Although Peyton Jones and Matthews both work in the field of 
music, due to vast differences in both of their creative process and creative product 
(output), their specific case study of collaboration can be termed ‘interdisciplinary’: 
i.e. they work in two different disciplines. However once again, what is clear in 
Schrage’s definition is that both ‘process’ and ‘product’ are of equal concern to 
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researchers. Keith Sawyer’s current research on creativity (in musical performance) 
(for additional examples concerning improvisation, see section 4.3, Clarke, 2002 
etc.) begins to taxonomize collaborative type/process. In his chapter ‘Musical 
Performance as Collaborative Practice’ in Barrett’s text Collaborative Creative 
Thought and Practice in Music (2014), he talks of John-Steiner’s ‘proposed distinct 
types’ 
1. Distributed Collaboration: informal and voluntary collaborations grounded in 
similar interests 
2. Complementary collaboration: a division of labour ‘based on complementary 
expertise, disciplinary knowledge, roles, and temperament’ 
3. Familiar collaboration: collaboration between family members, distinguished 
by the presence of emotion, features and mutual care-taking 
and 
4. Integrative collaboration: collaborations in which a new mode of thought or 
art form is developed. 
(Sawyer, 2014: 274) 
Of the latter, Sawyer says, ‘in integrative collaborations, collaborative emergence is 
at its extreme, and participants create something new and surprising that no single 
member could have envisioned outside of the collaboration’ (2014: 274). 
Additionally, Sawyer makes the distinction between two current models of 
collaborative practice: Synchronic and Diachronic, as follows: 
 Synchronic: Collaboration among people who occupy the same location and
 are performing at the same time – for example, a string quartet. In synchronic
 collaboration, the participating individuals must continuously monitor each
 other, and interact immediately.  
Diachronic: Each participant’s contribution occurs at a different moment in
 time, and often at a different physical location. The creative contributions
 could be separated by days, weeks or even years. 
(Sawyer, in Barrett, 2014: 274 - 275) 
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Sawyer’s research is, on the mostpart, focussed on creativity and collaboration in 
performance. His examples here are useful for an analysis of Endings, which can be 
drawn against the models he uses: to what extent do the performances of Endings 
align with these current examples of collaboration? However, Endings additionally 
offers collaborative composition and collaborative rehearsal environments which 
warrant analysis. Identification of other models of collaboration, not necessarily 
specific to music, but specific to interactive collaborative behaviour, is necessary in 
order to establish the current perception of collaboration, and how Endings might fit 
into or differ from these. 
For identifying specific attributes or trends in particular types of collaboration we 
may turn to David Pollard’s classification(s) of the term ‘collaboration’ in his text 
Will That Be Coordination, Cooperation or Collaboration? (2005). Pollard proposes 
a three-type classification of collaborative process. His choice of these terms stems 
from there being misunderstanding surrounding the definition of collaboration, with 
the terms ‘coordination’, ‘cooperation’ and ‘collaboration’ all being used 
interchangeably. This has resulted in a table in an attempt to categorize the three 
degrees of collaboration. (Table 2.4) The table has been reproduced in varying 
literature, notably by Pollard himself and additionally in Paul Roe’s thesis A 
Phenomenology of Collaboration in Contemporary Performance and Composition 
(2007: 13).  
 
 Coordination  Cooperation  Collaboration  
Preconditions for 
Success (“Must-
Haves”)  
Shared objectives; 
Need for more than 
one person to be 
involved; 
Understanding of 
who needs to do 
what by when  
Shared 
objectives; Need 
for more than 
one person to be 
involved; Mutual 
trust and respect; 
Acknowledgment 
of mutual benefit 
of working 
together  
Shared objectives; 
Sense of urgency 
and commitment; 
Dynamic process; 
Sense of belonging; 
Open 
communication; 
Mutual trust and 
respect; 
Complementary, 
diverse skills and 
knowledge; 
Intellectual agility  
Enablers 
(Additional “Nice to 
Appropriate tools 
(see below); 
Frequent 
consultation and 
Right mix of people; 
Collaboration skills 
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Haves”)  Problem resolution 
mechanism  
knowledge-
sharing between 
participants; 
Clear role 
definitions; 
Appropriate tools 
(see below)  
and practice 
collaborating; Good 
facilitator(s); 
Collaborative ‘Four 
Practices’ mindset 
and other 
appropriate tools 
(see below)  
Purpose of Using 
This Approach  
Avoid gaps & 
overlap in 
individuals’ 
assigned work  
Obtain mutual 
benefit by 
sharing or 
partitioning work 
Achieve collective 
results that the 
participants would 
be incapable of 
accomplishing 
working alone  
Desired Outcome  Efficiently-
achieved results 
meeting objectives  
Same as for 
Coordination, 
plus savings in 
time and cost  
Same as for 
Cooperation, plus 
innovative, 
extraordinary, 
breakthrough results, 
and collective ‘we 
did that!‘ 
accomplishment  
Optimal Application Harmonizing tasks, 
roles and schedules 
in simple 
environments and 
systems  
Solving problems 
in complicated 
environments 
and systems  
Enabling the 
emergence of 
understanding and 
realization of shared 
visions in complex 
environments and 
systems  
Examples  Project to 
implement off-the-
shelf IT 
application; Traffic 
flow regulation  
Marriage; 
Operating a local 
community-
owned utility or 
grain elevator; 
Coping with an 
epidemic or 
catastrophe  
Brainstorming to 
discover a 
dramatically better 
way to do 
something; Jazz or 
theatrical 
improvisation; Co-
creation  
Appropriate Tools  Project 
management tools 
with schedules, 
roles, critical path 
(CPM), PERT and 
GANTT  charts; 
“who will do what 
by when” action 
lists  
Systems 
thinking; 
Analytical tools 
(root cause 
analysis etc.)  
Appreciative 
inquiry; Open Space 
meeting protocols; 
Four Practices; 
Conversations; 
Stories  
Degree of 
interdependence in 
designing the 
Minimal  Considerable  Substantial  
 
 
 
89 
 
effort’s work-
products (and need 
for physical co-
location of 
participants)  
Degree of individual 
latitude in carrying 
out the agreed-upon 
design  
Minimal  Considerable  Substantial  
 
Table 2.4: ‘Coordination’ vs ‘Cooperation’ vs ‘Collaboration’ (Pollard, 2005) 
 
A taxonomy of collaboration has also been created in other subjects. Much of the 
basis of Patricia Montiel-Overall’s text (2005) on education, specifically the 
collaborative relationship between teachers and librarians, derives from David 
Pollard’s model (2005). She too proposes three distinct yet varying models through 
which collaboration can work. Drawing on research by J. Fine (2001) and A. T. 
Himmelman (1997), Montiel-Overall’s first model (Model A: Coordination), 
‘represents a common practice of bringing groups, organizations, and individuals 
together to exchange information or alternate activities […] come[ing] together to 
help one another or to make their own work run more efficiently’ (2005: 10).  
The level of collaboration Montiel-Overall suggests in this model is one directed 
towards allowing processes to flow more efficiently, further stating that this 
proposed model of coordination is used ‘to define a less intense form of 
collaboration requiring less formal relationships, commitments, resources and time 
among participants’ (2005: 12).  
Her second proposed model (Model B: Cooperation/Partnership) is set in a 
management context. Continuing to rest on Pollard’s model (2005), and in addition 
to research by Himmelman (1997) and Fine (2001), Montiel-Overall refers 
predominantly to management-based literature from Austin (1992, 2000a, 2000b), 
Kanter (1996) and Kuklska-Hulme (2004) to define the model. She explains that 
Cooperation/Partnership ‘involves two or more entities working together by 
agreement on similar endeavours, […] require[ing] more of a commitment than 
coordination’ (2005: 12). Quoting Austin (2000a, 2000b), Montiel-Overall states that 
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‘cooperation involves a higher level of intensity, which often develops greater trust 
and confidence in working with one another, however, a minimal amount of effort 
on the part of one partner is possible (2005: 13)’. Conclusively, she writes that ‘the 
relationship may be unequal, but mutually beneficial’ (ibid.).  
A third model (Model C: Integrated Instruction) dictates the notion of equal 
partnership, where the communication and integration of each individual’s ideas and 
expertise are the focus for creative and/or constructive output. Responsibility within 
the collaboration is shared equally. Drawing on literature from John Dewey (1963), 
Friend and Cook (2000) and Bruner (1968), Montiel-Overall highlights the 
significance of intellect, conceptualization and deep-thinking within this model of 
collaboration. Through Dewey (1963: 69) she differentiates it from the previous 
models, saying that it ‘reflects an intellectual operation that distinguishes it from 
partnerships, cooperation, and sharing’ (2005: 14).The concept here is that a final 
product of the collaboration is of greater quality than that which could have been 
achieved by a lone-working individual, and as such, each individual within the 
collaboration is subsequently broadened his/her own individual understanding and 
knowledge of the topic area. For each of the models mentioned, Montiel-Overall 
supplies a diagrammatic representation. Paul Roe has summarized these terms in the 
table below (table 2.5) 
 
 
Coordination This represents a common practice of groups, organizations and 
individuals where information is exchanged and people assist one 
another to make their own work more efficient. Often this involves 
arranging schedules and meetings to avoid overlaps in effort. This 
model involves minimal amounts of involvement by participants, 
with efficiency being key. It could however become the catalyst for 
a more developed relationship.  
 
Cooperation/ 
Partnership 
In this model, often associated with management literature, 
agreement is sought on goals or endeavours. These require a greater 
commitment than coordination, with an end product often an 
outcome of the working arrangement. Participants often come 
together to share resources, space, time and ideas. Confidence and 
trust in working together are developed over time but do not require 
deep commitment, intensity of communication, or depth of co-
planning by participants. There is an underlying philosophy of 
teamwork, cooperation and networking, with some sense of 
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interdependence. However cooperation does not necessarily imply 
shared power or an equitable division of authority.  
 
Integration This model of collaboration is the most involved and intense. 
Participants are involved in shared thinking, shared planning and 
shared creation. Collaborators share responsibility, and 
conceptualisation is a joint initiative. Partners work closely together 
and develop a synergy that allows them create together. The 
distinguishing characteristic of this model is that partners expand 
their individual potential and create jointly what would be beyond 
their capacity individually. 
 
Table 2.5 Types of Collaboration (Montiel-Overall, 2005) summarized by Roe 
(2007) 
 
Thus, this thesis tests these collaborative theories within the context of Endings. 
However, further collaborative theories specifically concerning music and 
musicianship (relationships and behaviour) can offer additional benchmarks for 
Endings to be assessed against. In a musical context, Sam Hayden and Luke Windsor 
(2007: 28-39) investigate types of collaboration, identifying collaborative, interactive 
and directive relationships between musicians in their text ‘Collaboration and the 
Composer: Case Studies from the End of the Twentieth Century’. Based on Argyris 
and Schon (1974) they categorize two different types of collaboration: type I (closed-
loop) and type II (open-loop). Closed-loop interaction suggests whichever party, 
(composer, performer, electronics artist etc.) is fully aware that their role within the 
collaboration is strict, with responsibilities set to convention, i.e. a performer would 
sit and perform; a composer would conduct their composition. An open-loop 
environment would allow such boundaries to be crossed, where roles of composer 
and performer for example become less segregated. Personality traits of composers 
and performers will undoubtedly play a role in the process of either type; composers 
may arguably be protective over their work, and likewise performers may feel their 
musical performance training knows best, better than any composer/conductor. 
Hayden and Windsor however, conclude that this may all be entering a more 
problematic domain for the composer (as opposed to the performer), stating 
‘however motivated to enter into collaborations he or she may be, there may be tacit 
or explicit resistance to the idea of giving up creative control’ (2007). This may 
further lead to problematic attributions of ownership, or rather authorship of the 
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work. Under an open-loop collaboration, to what extent can the composer be credited 
as the composer, or rather to what extent should the performer be credited as a co-
composer? Endings offers a case study that can interrogate these questions. The 
analyses through Chapters 3, 4 and 5 reveal the extent to which any of the defining 
traits/attributes of the terms directive, interactive and collaborative are evident in the 
collaboration between Peyton Jones, Matthews, and the musicians in Regular Music 
II.  Roe (2007) summarizes these traits in Table 2.3. 
 
Directive Interactive Collaborative 
The notation serves the 
standard purpose, as 
instructions provided by 
the composer for the 
musicians. The hierarchy 
of composer and 
performer(s) is maintained 
with the composer 
completely determining the 
performance through the 
score. Instrumentation for 
pieces in this category 
tends to be acoustic and 
made up of conducted 
groups. The collaboration 
is such circumstances is 
limited to pragmatic issues 
in realization. 
The composer is involved 
in more direct negotiation 
with fellow musicians. The 
process is more interactive, 
discursive and reflective, 
with some input from the 
collaborators, but 
ultimately the composer is 
still the author. Some 
aspects of performance are 
‘open’ and not determined 
by the score. Works in this 
category tend to combine 
notation, acoustic 
instruments and electronic 
equipment. 
The music is developed 
through collective decision-
making. There is no 
hierarchy of roles. The 
resulting pieces either have 
no traditional notation or 
use notation that does not 
define the formal structure. 
A single composer does not 
determine decisions of 
structure; they are 
controlled, for example, 
through live improvised 
group decision. The pieces 
that fit into this category 
often use electronic media 
as well as acoustic 
instruments 
 
Table 2.6 Types of Musical Relationships (Hayden and Windsor) summarized by Roe 
(2007) 
Concerning Hayden’s and Windsor’s research, Roe writes: 
 
[they] suggest that in western classical music the ‘traditional separation of 
performance and composition may promote a tacit limit on collaborations of 
a more involved kind’. […] [They] explore a variety of issues in relation to 
collaborative work in composition. The composer (Hayden) worked with 
varying levels of interaction from ‘directive to collaborative’ with a range of 
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different musicians, including orchestras and small ensembles. From their 
experiences [they] conclude that however much integrated and egalitarian 
ways of working are valued, the composer is not free to impose particular 
models of collaborative practice on co-workers. This was especially true 
when working with orchestras, where it was felt that a directive and non-
discursive style of working would fit better with the expectations of the 
musicians. [They] also discuss process versus product-based evaluations of 
quality in relation to the various collaborations [finding] ‘no obvious 
deterministic relationship between the success of the collaboration (as 
process) and the success of the work created (as product)’. They conclude by 
suggesting that an unsuccessful or poor collaborative process does not 
necessarily imply a poor product (work created), just as a good process does 
not indicate a successful product. 
(Roe, 2007: 37) 
 
The analysis of Endings furthers these investigations in a case study that challenges a 
conventional setup between composer-conductor and ensemble. Hayden and 
Windsor’s conclusion regarding the relationship between process and product is 
examined in the Endings case study through enthnomusicological methods of 
analysis between process and product discussed in the previous section (2.2). The 
‘non-discursive’ approach they identify as a ‘better’ fit is questioned (through the 
analysis of Endings) where the role of an improvising musician (Matthews) requires 
additional discourses that challenge rehearsal conventions (see Chapter 5). 
 
Further practical examples that examine discourse between collaborating musicians 
are evident in Heather Roche’s writings, whose work contributes to a ‘growing 
dialogue on the nature of collaboration across disciplines […] relating music to its 
social contexts (Davidson, 2004) (see 2.3) (2011: 18 – 19). In her text ‘Intimacy in 
performer-composer relationships: the dynamics of collaborative space’ (2013), she 
suggests ‘the possibility of a relationship founded on dialogue, and the trust and risk-
taking possibility that emerge from it’. She writes: 
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Collaboration is essential to our growth as performers, as composers, [and] as
 musicians […] The recognitions that critical attention to one’s collaborative
 practice is essential. We can be better collaborators. Dependent on dialogue,
 the composer-performer relationship is dramatically different from that
 between performers. […] [Dialogue] should not be a process that ends where
 collaboration is just the beginning […] Regular, almost ritualistic, discourse
 [dialogue] continues throughout the entire process. 
 
(2013: 1 – 3) 
 
Roache’s research justifies an exploration of the collaborative process in Endings. If 
composer-performer collaborations are different to performer-performer 
collaborations, then accordingly, composer-composer collaborations warrant the 
‘critical attention’ to ‘collaborative practice’ that Roache discusses, and specifically, 
the conversational discourse (dialogue) between the collaborators (see 2.3). Roache 
uses Mary Alm’s term ‘intimate’ in her exploration of collaborative relationship, 
from Alm’s chapter ‘The Role of Talk in the Writing Process of Intimate 
Collaboration’ (1997). On this basis, the analyses in this thesis contribute to the 
value of intimacy between the compositional collaborators, and the extent to which 
an intimate relationship is a creative one. 
 
The most current research into musical relationships and collaboration in 
composition is that of composer and researcher Alan Taylor, whose work is also 
informed by Hayden and Windsor (2007), resting on John-Steiner’s work (2004) and 
Vygotskian ideology. In his paper ‘Collaboration in contemporary music: a 
theoretical view’ (which is, incidentally, not entirely theoretical, offering nine 
practical historic examples of collaboration), Taylor puts forward a framework of 
collaboration to ‘help in the better understanding of the relationships which 
composers establish, and can act as a stimulus to the review […] of compositional 
practice’ (2016: 1). He says, ‘the […] important consideration is the decision-making 
process, and the presence or absence of hierarchy between the participants in 
relation to decision-making’ (2016: 6). Thus, the table below (drawn from Taylor’s 
work) presents his framework to help review collaborative composition, taking into 
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account hierarchy and the decision-making process, and a division of labour (the 
separation of tasks). 
  Hierarchy in decision-making  
  Yes No 
Division of labour 
(separation of 
tasks) in 
imaginative input 
Yes HIERARCHICAL 
WORKING 
Tasks are divided between the 
participants. One or more 
participants decide on the 
contributions made. 
CO-OPERATIVE 
WORKING 
Tasks are divided 
between the 
participants, but the 
decision-making is 
shared. 
 No CONSULTATIVE 
WORKING 
The participants contribute to 
the same task or tasks. One or 
more people decide on the 
contributions. 
COLLABORATIVE 
WORKING 
The participants share 
both the tasks 
themselves and the 
decisions on the 
contributions. 
 
Table 2.7 Forms of Working Relationship (Taylor, 2016: 7) 
 
On the basis of these models of collaboration, there are identifiable trends 
throughout literature that define a taxonomy of collaboration. However, terms such 
as directive, interactive and collaborative merely identify and group together trends 
of subject material in order to find varying explanatory ‘types’ of collaboration. 
These terms may not be used restrictively in order to localize case studies to a 
conformity of collaborative ‘type.’ For example, one study may fit into neither 
directive nor interactive collaboration, but may however trend further towards one of 
them, yet still not explicitly confined to one or the other. What can be proposed then, 
is that these types do exist, but as markers or points along a continuum covering the 
working possibilities within a collaboration spectrum. 
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The impact of collaboration on creativity is explored in Montiel-Overall’s third 
model (C): the output of a collaboration is of greater quality than what could have 
been achieved by an individual. In addition to this, Jack Goncalo and Barry Straw 
link collectivist/group settings (which may include the aforementioned spectrum of 
collaborative settings) to affecting creativity. The research in their article 
‘Individualism-collectivism and group creativity’ in Organizational Behaviour and 
Human Decision Processes (2006: 96-109) explores comparisons between 
individualist group and collectivist group processes as an impact on creativity. They 
suggest that independent individuals within groups spawn a higher level of creative 
output than interdependent individuals within groups. In Goncalo and Straw’s 
research on the ‘type’ of group clusters (individualist-collectivist or collectivist-
collectivist) in relation to creativity, they quote Teresa Amabile (1983) to provide a 
definition of ‘creativity’ that they claim to be typical: ‘creativity’ is ‘ideas that are 
both novel and useful’. The Oxford Dictionary defines creativity as ‘the use of 
imagination or original ideas to create something; inventiveness’ (2015). Using the 
work of Helson (1996) and Barron and Harrington (1981), Goncalo and Straw state 
that creativity is an individualist and independent quality. Citing Moscovici (1976) 
and Diehl and Stroebe (1987), they contradict Vygotsky, writing: 
 
because creative ideas are often deviant, most people are reluctant to express 
them out of fear of receiving negative evaluations from other group members. 
Therefore, it can be argued that creativity and conformity are intertwined, not 
only in understanding why certain people are more creative than others, but 
also in explaining why certain situations may generally encourage or stifle 
creative behaviour. 
(Goncalo and Straw, 2006: 98) 
 
Goncalo and Straw find that an individualist attitude within a collective setting often 
challenges notions of conformity, stating that such pressures deriving from this can 
‘pose a limitation for groups that seek creativity’ (Goncalo and Straw, 2006: 98). 
Their article argues between the impacts of individualist groups and collectivist 
groups on creativity, concluding through a social-cultural experiment, that 
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‘individualist groups that are instructed to be creative are more creative than 
collectivist groups given the same instructions’ (ibid.: 98). The conclusion 
emphasises the importance of differentiating individuals, (i.e. independent over 
interdependent persons) who diverge or deviate from the convention within a 
collaborative environment as a significant contribution to creativity, as opposed to 
individuals who adhere to conformity.  
The extensive work on creativity by Keith Sawyer (2003; 2007; 2012 for example) 
supports this theory: groups with independent, different individualists collectively 
produce something more creative. Importantly, Sawyer’s work often rests on a 
social-cultural approach to researching creativity, and it is a deviation from 
convention that Goncalo and Straw find, that Sawyer says is particularly important: 
[A] sociocultural approach emphasizes the important roles played by the 
domain and the field. In the Western cultural model of creativity, the domain 
– the set of conventions, past works, and standard ways of working – just 
gets in the way of creativity; the true creator ignores the domain and breaks 
all of the conventions. But creativity researchers think of the domain as a 
kind of creativity language. Of course, you have to learn a language before 
you can talk; it’s impossible to communicate without sharing a language. In 
the same way, it’s impossible to create anything without the shared 
conventions of a domain. Kant’s dove [the light dove cleaning in free flight 
the thin air, whose resistance it feels, might imagine that her movements 
would be far more free and rapid in empty space] can fly only because of the 
invisible support of tiny air molecules. There could be no flight without air. 
The dove might feel the air only as resistance, and wish for the air to go 
away; but of course, in a vacuum the dove would fall to the ground. The air is 
a metaphor for the creative domain; many creators are frustrated by the 
constraints of the domain, but without the domain they wouldn’t be able to 
create at all. Kant’s air is a metaphor for culture, the subject of anthropology. 
(Sawyer, 2012: 265, and Kant, I., 1781/1900: 6) 
Thus, it could be argued that the very existence of convention is required for 
creativity to blossom: without conventions, deviations could not occur, hindering 
creativity. In Endings, the domain is Peyton Jones’s pre-composed music (through 
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Western notation/culture). The analyses in chapters 4 – 6, will reveal the extent to 
which this domain (Peyton Jones’s compositions) acted as a framework for 
Matthews to work with. Matthews talks of these scores as a ‘master’ of her work, but 
using Sawyer’s theory, it could be says that the limitations that these scores impose 
on her work are not limitations of creativity, but instead enhance creativity. 
Eric Clarke (2007) uncovers contemporary concepts of creative processes between 
performance and composition, that bridge directly to the ideologies discussed 
surrounding collectivist and collaborative processes. He discusses performer 
expression as a type of creativity; one that prevails as a ‘transformation of, or a 
departure from, some kind of norm’ (2007: 2). This coincides with Goncalo’s and 
Straw’s (2006), and Sawyer’s (2012) social-cultural theories: i.e. in music 
performance, the deviations from the domain (the score) are the creativities. Clarke’s 
understanding of creativity is based on Arthur Reber’s definition of creativity (1985), 
where, when stated in Phillip Johnson-Laird’s article ‘Freedom and Constraint in 
Creativity’ (1988) it is noted as ‘mental processes that lead to solutions, ideas, 
conceptualisations, artistic forms, theories or products that are unique and novel’ 
(Reber, 1985, cited in Johnson-Laird, 1988: 203, cited in Clarke, 2007: 2). Both 
Reber (1985) and Amabile (1983) link creativity to novelty in their definitions, with 
Clarke further stating ‘novelty and uniqueness’ to be ‘central to that powerful 
Romantic notion of creativity which still dominates our culture – creativity portrayed 
as the mysterious appearance of the radically new, apparently from nowhere’ (2007: 
3). Again, the idea of ‘apparently from nowhere’ is problematic: creativity comes 
from the domain (the conventions). Clarke furthers the discussion on creativity in 
performance by directly linking creativity to improvisation, stating improvisation to 
be ‘the domain of performance where creativity is most conspicuously present’ 
(2007: 4). It is here where issues regarding roles and authorship become problematic. 
Clarke quotes John Baily’s claim that improvisation ‘implies intentionality, setting 
out to create something new in each performance’. (Baily, 1999: 208 cited in Clarke, 
2007: 4). The use of the word ‘create’ in Baily’s statement places emphasis on the 
act of ‘creation’ within the performer’s role. Sawyer cites the theorist Phillip 
Alperson’s suggestion that improvisation is a type of ‘spontaneous composition’ 
(Alperson, 1984, cited in Sawyer, 2003: 79) i.e. the role the improvising performer 
plays is also that of the composer. Alperson’s suggestion of improvisation as a term 
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of spontaneity in the compositional processes is similar to that of Bruno Nettl’s 
concept (1974). Sawyer explains: 
 
Nettl (1974) suggested that composition and improvisation were not 
qualitatively different: Rather he proposed a continuum among musical 
genres, from more improvised to less improvised. Nettl viewed this 
continuum as representing rapid composition at the improvisational end, and 
slow composition at the compositional end. 
(Sawyer, 2003: 80) 
 
Nettl (1974:7) states this continuum to represent ‘varying degrees of independence 
for the performer in working from a model’ (cited in Sawyer, 2003: 80). Although 
Nettl talks of some compositional processes as ‘quick, spontaneous creation’ (1974: 
7) his suggestion that there are no qualitative differences between improvisation and 
composition separates any links between spontaneity and creativity in a 
compositional context. Despite this, Nettl does not incorporate a performance 
context into his continuum, something that is necessary given the merger of 
composer and performer roles toward the improvisational ‘end’. Here Clarke’s 
writing on improvisation as the ‘domain of performance where creativity is most 
conspicuously present’ (2007: 4) can be fused with Nettl’s continuum (1974) linking 
improvisation to composition. Thus when moving from the compositional ‘end’ of 
Nettl’s continuum to the improvisational ‘end’ spontaneity in composition increases 
with the role of composer passing to that of the performer. This consequently relays 
the aspect of creativity from composer to performer, so composer creativity becomes 
performer creativity. This is summarized by Sawyer (2008: 132): ‘as musical genres 
approach the improvisational extreme of the continuum, the act of creation becomes 
progressively more coincident with the act of performance’. 
Endings explores creativity across this continuum by analysing collaborative 
creativity between composers, and composers and performers throughout. The 
attributes of the collaborative models discussed will be linked to and questioned 
within the collaboration between Peyton Jones and Matthews: to what extent can the 
relationship between Peyton Jones and Matthews be determined as collaborative in 
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stages of composition, rehearsal and performance? And, how does their relationship 
develop throughout the creative process? Much of the work in Matthews’s field of 
live electroacoustics exemplifies Sawyer’s summary of Nettl. (2008: 32). Matthews 
works in a musical genre at the ‘improvisational extreme of the continuum’. Before 
beginning an analysis that in part investigates her work, the ‘musical genre’ in which 
she works must be clarified: electroacoustics host a new world of terminology and 
void many conventional musical terms. Additionally, ethnographic study of this 
work forms the foundations of the ‘ethnosonicology’ (Rice, 2014: 5) discussed in 
2.2. 
 
2.4 Electroacoustics 
Musicologist Andrew Hugill discusses the ‘coincidence’ between composition and 
performance (the two ends of Nettl’s continuum) in his text The Digital Musician 
(2008). He writes: ‘at some point in history, music education decided to separate 
performing and creating […] [composition is] a specialist option, and the creators 
(composers, in this case) are not necessarily expected to perform. […] the classical 
system of notated music […] has reinforced the specialisation’ (Hugill, 2008: 113). 
The Oxford Dictionary defines musical composition as ‘a creative work’ (2015). 
There is wide disagreement on what constitutes a musical ‘work,’ which makes 
defining composition problematic. For example, despite Hugill’s connection between 
‘composition’ and ‘the classical system’ of notation, Stanley Boorman claims that 
‘obviously a text, as notated, is not actually the musical work. […] It is not the 
composition itself’ (cited in Cook & Everest [ed.], 2001: 405-406). However, Stan 
Godlovitch states that when discussing the ‘musical work’ in his text (1998: 81) he 
refer(s) to compositions as ‘fixed’ or ‘set in notation.”  Returning to Hugill (2008: 
113), he says ‘this system (classical system of notated music) is largely incompatible 
with digital music […] performing and creating are practically indivisible for the 
digital musician’ (2008: 113). He writes: 
new technologies […] have transformed the act of performance into 
[potentially] an act of composition. The separation that has grown up 
between composers and musicians is breaking. The musician may be as much 
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of an originator as the composer. […] The laptop musician generally 
performs independently. […] There is often no precomposed score, although 
there may be some plan, or some written notes. There is room for individual 
creativity in the laptop musician’s performance. 
 (Hugill, 2008: 98 – 99). 
 
Thus, notation once evolved to supplement the art of memory in French plainchant 
(see Medieval Music and the Art of Memory [Berger, 2005]), and music’s description 
became standardized over time, allowing ‘pre-scriptive’ music writing (see Seeger’s 
seminal paper ‘Prescriptive and Descriptive Music-Writing’ in The Musical 
Quarterly, Vol. 44, No.2 [1958: 184 – 195]). This evolution segregated the acts of 
‘composition’ and ‘performance’, connected and communicated by notation. 
However, as Hugill states, in digital music, this notation is ‘largely incompatible’ 
and the composer becomes the simultaneous performer/improviser. This is the field 
in which Kaffe Matthews works. Where conventional notation is ‘largely 
incompatible’ with electroacoustic music, Simon Emmerson offers a number of 
alternate, contemporary approaches to how the musical score may be defined in his 
text Music, Electronic Media and Culture (2000: 128 – 129). He suggests that 
notation itself, is not a sufficient means of precise communication. He writes, 
‘notation is clearly not sufficient – and there is no immediate ‘tradition’ to fill in the 
interpretative layers between text and performance and between performance and 
audience’ (Emmerson, 2000: 128). Concerning electroacoustic works, Emmerson 
says that ‘the technology available has for some years been capable of redefining the 
idea of the ‘score’, proposing a new temporary term of an object called the ‘super-
score’ (2000: 128) Emmerson provides a model for the ‘super-score’: it is a 
‘multimedia object’ brought together in ‘various combinations’. Many elements of 
this model are revealed within the analysis of Endings. The model offers 12 
examples detailed below (table 2.8). 
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Example/Term Applications 
Traditional Notation While the western tradition’s notation may be dominant 
at present, its own variety (including tablatures) may be 
enhanced by traditional notations from other cultures and 
sources. 
Extended Notation The short-term nature of many innovations of the ‘avant 
garde’ within western music in the period since 1950. 
Additionally specific and illustrated new notations may 
evolve to be more robust. 
Recording of example 
material for the live 
performer 
This could illustrate new techniques and their 
representation in notation, or their use in less defined 
discourse. It could also deal with proposed ‘expressive’ 
questions of interpretation. 
Electroacoustic 
materials 
While ‘mixed’ works of electroacoustic music have most 
commonly been ‘for tape’ and in Michel Chion’s phrase 
(Chion, 1991) a genres of sons fixes, this need not be the 
case as more flexible and interactive instrument-
electroacoustic sound relationships emerge. These might 
be files prepared for the following entry. 
Software for 
performance 
For the emerging interactive performance genres – from 
simple triggering of soundfiles to fully-fledged interactive 
material interpreted in real time. 
Patches for live 
electronic treatment 
Related to the above, although possibly in library form 
for loading into specific electronic processors 
Examples of live 
electronic treatment 
As specific electronic processes fade into museums of 
technology, one way of following an update to take place 
is through giving very specific sound models the desired 
transformations which future systems could imitate. 
An example recorded 
performance 
The danger of such a recording being seen as definitive – 
a model to be imitated – might be overcome if varying 
interpretations were included. 
Commentary (written 
and recorded spoken 
texts) 
This could extend the traditional programme note into a 
hypertext (which could refer to any of the elements above 
and below), including background information, 
interviews with composer, performers, pedagogical 
material. 
Video performance 
material 
For multimedia purposes 
Video example material Much of the above explanatory material could be with 
video: demonstrations of fingerings, special techniques 
and performance practices. 
Graphic material For example, photographs of suggested staging, lighting 
arrangements, composer; circuit diagrams, equipment 
interconnections. 
 
Table 2.8 The Super-score (Emmerson, 2000: 128 – 129). 
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Hugill specifies ‘individual creativity’ for performance in this genre: Matthews’s 
individual creativity is shaped by Endings through the collaboration with both 
Peyton Jones and the pre-existing scores he provides. Regarding Matthews’s role in 
this field, in interview with Hugill (2008: 209 – 213), she describes herself both as 
an electroacoustic composer and performer with a particular focus on live 
experimental electroacoustic composition and live site-specific sound. She claims 
not to be a technologist, but rather to ‘use digital technology as my [her] instrument 
[…] composing ‘on the fly’ (Matthews, cited in Hugill, 2008: 211). Endings partly 
challenges the ‘on the fly’ nature of Matthews’s role: specific co-composer decisions 
are made and fixed throughout stages of composition and rehearsal (see Chapters 3 
and 4), but some ‘on the fly’ improvisation remains in performances (see Chapter 5). 
Philosopher Stanley Godlovitch (1998: 83) states ‘ideally, improvisers fashion from 
their own inner resources a sequence of sounds de novo, owing little, if anything, to 
any other artist’. In the case of Endings, this is less true: Matthews’s improvisations 
are fashioned around another artist’s work (Peyton Jones’s). 
Matthews’s work stems from the musique concrète (France) and elektronische Musik 
(Germany) developments during the mid-twentieth century. These genres were the 
foundations of ‘electronic’ or ‘electroacoustic’ music. However, Thom Holmes, 
(composer and performer of electronic music) identifies a number of differentiations 
between electronic and electroacoustic music. Holmes refers to electronic music as 
‘purely’ electronic music, stating that its composition is: 
created through the generation of sound waves by electrical means. This is 
done without the use of traditional musical instruments or of sounds found in 
nature, and is the domain of computers, synthesizers, and other technologies. 
It is the realm of programs, computer displays, and “virtual” instruments 
found in software. 
(Holmes, 2002: 6) 
He continues to say that ‘purely’ electronic music can be worked through either 
analogue or digital synthesis, for which he defines the term ‘synthesis’ as ‘the 
process of constructing sounds using electronic, or synthetic means’ where the term 
‘synthesizer’ is applied to an instrumental device ‘designed to generate purely 
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electronic sounds’ (2002: 7).  Holmes differentiates electronic music from 
electroacoustic music by stating the latter to: 
use electronics to modify sounds from the natural world. The entire spectrum 
of the worldly sounds provides the source material for this music. This is the 
domain of microphones, tape recorders, and digital samplers  
(Holmes, 2002: 8) 
Holmes writes that electroacoustic music can be associated with live or recorded 
music: during live performance, ‘natural sounds are modified in real time using 
electronics’ (2002: 8). Matthews works in both domains of electronic and 
electroacoustic music. Her precise live practice is analysed in Chapter 5. However, 
in the interview with Hugill (2008), Matthews states ‘live site specific’ practice to be 
a major part of her work. Brandon LaBelle discusses ‘site-specific practice’ as 
methodological approaches to producing artwork that,  
rather than separate itself from the space of its presentation, aims to 
incorporate it into the work, from material such as architectural features, to 
informational, as in the governing curatorial premise behind an exhibition or 
larger social and cultural conventions 
(Labelle, 2010: xi) 
LaBelle links the methodologies of site-specific practice directly to the developments 
of ‘sound art,’ and ‘performance and installation art’. He identifies commonalities 
between these terms through their deviation ‘from objects toward environments, 
from a single object of attention and toward a multiplicity of viewpoints, from the 
body toward others’ in describing ‘the very relational, spatial, and temporal nature of 
sound itself’ (2010: xii). However LaBelle does recognize a degree of differentiation 
between the two terms: the history and contextual practices of the two remain 
separate. He says ‘it is my (his) intent to bring these two together […] so as to 
recognize how sound art is built around the very notion of context and location’ 
(2010: xii). LaBelle’s suggestion that ‘sound art’ has commonalities with installation 
practices and methodologies concerning recontextualizational approaches is 
supported by Hugill (2008: 68). However Hugill suggests there is ‘much in common’ 
between ‘sound art’ and the term ‘sonic art.’ He does, however, identify some 
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‘cultural and artistic’ differences: sound-art is ‘understood to emerge from a visual 
tradition in which sound is, unusually, the leading element of a work’ (including 
installations & mixed media works), whereas ‘sonic art’ (agreed through the UK 
Sonic Arts Network) has ‘no single definition and is really an umbrella term which 
covers anything made with sound, including conventional music’, despite its 
seemingly traditional connection with ‘electroacoustic music that stretches back to 
the early days of music made using electronic technologies’ (2008: 69). 
Conclusively, Hugill states that the artists involved with producing these genres 
have:  
much in common, despite the differences in their creative intentions and in 
the labels that are attached to them. […] The way in which they organise 
these behaviours is musical  
(Hugill, 2008: 69) 
Matthews’s organisational and musical behaviour in the electroacoustic sound world, 
with regards to live practice, is revealed in Chapter 6. The role of site specificity in 
Endings is uncovered throughout the three analysis chapters (4 – 6), both with 
regards to how the electronics contextualise Peyton Jones’s music by placing it in a 
specific place, and also how the performance space (auditorium) impacts on both 
Matthews’s practice and that of Peyton Jones and Regular Music II.  
A practical example of investigation into electroacoustic music combined with 
ethnography is evident in Tara Rodgers’ text, Pink Noise (2010) Conducted via an 
informal discussion and screengrabs of artist’s work, Rodgers interviews 24 women 
from the field of electronic music (including Kaffe Matthews) about their creative 
processes: 
The interviews investigate the artists’ […] creative methods. […] [Pink 
Noises] offers glimpses of contemporary music practices. […] The interviews 
show how women engage in sound to work creatively with structures of time 
and space, or voice and language [and] to balance their needs for productive 
solitude with collaboration. 
(Rodgers, 2010: 2 – 5) 
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Rodgers’s approach to interviewing, however, is more general than used in Chapter 
6. Her approach is refined: whereas Rodgers interviews an individual about their 
creative process in a wide sense, the information revealed in Chapter 6 has evolved 
from a very close discussion with Matthews specifically concerning her creative 
process within Endings. Pink Noises provides an overview of Matthews’s general 
practices: Chapter 6 provides details of her performance practices relating to each of 
the TRAILS. This research was conducted by meeting Matthews in her studio in 
East London on two different occasions (2 December 2014 and 23 December 2014), 
where her studio was set up in the same way as in Endings, informed by her 
notebook score and memory. Here, Matthews performed and demonstrated her work 
in Endings, revealing her practices with software, hardware and notation in 
performance. Concerning the documentation of this research data, the ‘interview-
demonstration’ was filmed for personal, private use. Partial transcripts of her talk-
through demonstration are used in Chapter 6 with her approval. However, Matthews 
also provided screenshots or ‘screengrabs’ from her Apple MacBook of numerous 
displays and software that were running throughout each work and transitional 
interlude within Endings, which she also approved for use in Chapter 6. It is this 
presentation of the creative process that is in part, similar to Rodgers’s approach to 
documenting the creative process. In her chapter-interview with Carla Scaletti (2010: 
43 – 53), Rodgers uses screenshots of Scaletti’s software to illustrate her creative 
process. For each TRAIL in performance, screenshots of Matthews’s software 
similarly help to illustrate her performance practices in order to answer, explain and 
account for the differences between the two performances. Rodgers presents 
screenshots of Scarletti’s desktop without any annotation. For this analysis, 
annotations to Matthews’s screenshots have been made to help demonstrate her 
practice. Additionally, photographs and transcripts of Matthews’s notebook score are 
used to supplement the analysis. When working in the studio Matthews says: 
That is why I’m interested in doing this, because for someone who is actually 
analysing this work, I’m interested and keen that this process is actually 
communicated: what happens, what is going on, from my end, is 
communicated. Because anyone who hears the recording will get a tenth of 
the experience of what really happened. […] What we’re doing is looking at 
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something that’s probably coming up as a relatively frequent thought or area 
of research: how to actually document this kind of work. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
Rodgers’s approach rests on qualitative interviews, clear in Anssi Peräkylä’s and 
Johanna Ruusuvuori’s work on ethnography. They state that there are two types of 
‘empirical materials in qualitative research: interviews and ‘naturally occurring’ 
materials’ (2011: 529). Peräkylä and Ruusuvuori differentiate the two, suggesting 
that interviews reveal the issues within the subject of concern, and are facilitated by 
researcher intervention, (i.e. drafting questions for discussion) whereas ‘naturally 
occurring’ empirical materials ‘constitute specimens of the topic of research’ where, 
although the researcher is ‘in more direct touch with the very object that he or she is 
investigating,’ he/she has not necessarily stimulated or encouraged the discourse. 
Peräkylä and Johanna Ruusuvuori rationalise the use of both interviews and 
‘naturally occurring’ materials as a means of qualitative research, stating the former 
method to allow the researcher to ‘reach areas of reality that would otherwise remain 
inaccessible’ and as a method itself to be versatile and convenient in its application 
towards case study material that took place over time and distances. The latter 
method of ‘naturally occurring’ materials allows the researcher to ‘reach the object 
of research directly’ via observing and analysing the primary data, or other already-
documented accounts. Despite presenting these two types, Peräkylä and Johanna 
Ruusuvuori note that these two extremes exist at either end of a spectrum of 
qualitative research methods, where for example, formality, or rather informality of 
discussion may exist somewhere between the two, such as informal interviews and 
casual conversations. 
This rationalises the recordings of the pre-rehearsal conversation and the interview(s) 
with Peyton Jones to be transcribed. Steinar Kvale writes ‘methods of recording 
interviews for documentation and later analysis include audiotape recording [and] 
videotape recording’ (2013: 93). The pre-rehearsal conversation was video recorded 
and the interviews were audio recorded. Concerning transcription, Kvale states: 
The interviewer can then concentrate on the topic and the dynamics of the 
interview. […] Transcribing the interviews from an oral to a written mode 
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structures the interview conversations in a form amenable to closer analysis, 
and is in itself an initial analysis. 
(Kvale, 2013: 93 – 94)  
 
How these examples and models of method can be adapted towards an analysis of 
Endings is discussed in the following chapter. 
 
2.5 Conclusions: Research Questions Revisited 
Sections 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4 have both (a) provided a contextual basis for an 
ethnomusicological, sociocultural, analytical study of Endings, and (b) re-informed 
the research questions that this project tackles. The line of enquiry remains the same, 
however, additions to the four core research questions can be made: 
1. How does a collaborative process function – through composition, 
rehearsal and performance – between two composers who work in 
two vastly different compositional styles? 
To what extent does the collaboration between Peyton Jones and Matthews adhere to 
or challenge models of ‘collaboration’ (for example Pollard, 2005; Montiel-Overall, 
2005 etc.) and musical relationship types (for example Hayden and Windsor, 2007). 
What new characteristics of a collaborative process can be defined? 
 
2. How do composers and performers adapt their own roles to 
accommodate the varying creative practices of the other 
collaborators? 
How does Matthews, who works with ‘individual creativity’ adapt to both a 
collaborative compositional environment (with Peyton Jones) and a group 
performance environment (with Regular Music II)? How does Peyton Jones, who 
works with pre-determined composition, adapt to accommodate improvisational 
practices of a co-composer? 
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3. How does co-composer collaboration offer new ways of revisiting 
pre-existing composition? 
 
To what extent can new ideas, and additional layers of improvised material, either 
develop, reshape, restructure and/or strengthen work that is already deemed 
‘finished’? 
 
4. To what extent can ethnomusicological methods of analysis help 
to understand such instances of interdisciplinary collaborative 
process? 
To what extent can an analysis of Endings contribute towards an ‘ethnosonicology’? 
To what extent does the analysis of this case study reinforce the need for an 
ethnographic approach to understand ‘music as process’? 
 
The following three chapters (4 – 6) follow the creative, collaborative process 
through stages of Composition (4), Rehearsal (5) and Performance (6) (figure 2.1). 
Chapter 4 establishes a list of TRAILS: creative decisions made collaboratively 
between Peyton Jones and Matthews prior to rehearsal. Chapter 5 examines these 
TRAILS in rehearsal, uncovering how they develop. Chapter 6 pursues these 
TRAILS in performance, questioning the extent to which the results of a 
collaborative, creative decision-making process materializes in performance. Figure 
2.1 illustrates this analytical trajectory through the three chapters. 
Throughout the chapters, the evaluations are benchmarked against the following 
models of collaboration, exploring how extracted examples fit or do not fit within. If 
Endings does not fit exclusively into one category or another, then what can be learnt 
from this collaborative practice in order to expand current models? 
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Individualist vs. Collectivist 
 
 
Distributed Collaboration vs. Complementary Collaboration vs. Familiar 
Collaboration vs. Integrative Collaboration 
(Sawyer, in Barrett, 2014) 
 
 
Synchronic collaboration vs. Diachronic Collaboration 
(Sawyer, in Barrett 2014) 
 
 
Coordination vs Cooperation vs Collaboration 
(Pollard, 2005) 
 
 
Coordination vs. Cooperation vs. Integration 
(Montiell-Overall, 2005) 
 
 
Closed-loop vs. Open-loop 
(Argyris and Schon, 1974) 
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Directive vs. Interactive vs. Collaborative 
(Hayden and Windsor, 2007) 
 
 
Hierarchical working vs. Co-operative working vs. Consultative working vs. 
Collaborative working. 
(Taylor, 2016) 
 
 
Quantity of Dialogue 
(Colson, 2012 vs. Roche, 2013) 
 
 
Level of intimacy 
(Roche, 2013) 
 
 
Collaborative type 
(Schrage, 1990) 
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Figure 2.1 Flow of analysis through Chapter 3 (Composition), Chapter 4 (Rehearsal) and Chapter 5 (Performance) 
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3 METHOD AND METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1 Overview 
This chapter outlines the data collection methodological approach towards analysing 
Endings (2012). Informed by a number of the examples of current work discussed in 
the preceding literature review, a method for analysis of Endings is constructed 
across the project’s three areas of practice: Composition, Rehearsal and 
Performance. These three areas form this chapter’s subsequent three analytical 
chapters: Chapter 4: Composition; Chapter 5: Rehearsal; and Chapter 6: 
Performance. Specifically using examples of ethnographic research discussed in the 
previous chapter, an ethnomusicology (as method) towards Endings is created 
through a mixed-methodology approach. Composition requires analysis deriving 
from a combination of score-based, video-documentary of collaborator conversation, 
and interview methodologies. Rehearsal requires analysis deriving from 
ethnographic ‘observer’ (non-participatory), transcription of rehearsal footage, and 
interview methodologies. Performance requires analysis deriving from comparative 
musicology of video recordings combined with ethnographic studio work with 
Matthews, and underlined by performer interviews. Along with recordings of a 
number of pre-rehearsal conversations and additional interviews, these approaches 
form a mixed method which flows between the three analysis chapters. This is 
summarised at the close of the chapter in Figure 3.3. 
 
3.2 through Composition 
In order to understand transformation/change through collaboration, the non-
transformed must be identified from the transformed. In this sense, it is essential to 
understand the composite of Peyton Jones’s work prior to collaborative change. 
Without doing so, change cannot be adequately assessed. Matthews’s contributions 
focus on structural (through transitional), textural and timbral changes to Peyton 
Jones’s work (see Chapter 4). Because of this, these three musical elements 
(structure/form, texture and timbre) are the three most crucial areas to explore in 
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Peyton Jones’s compositions: discovering their original state will allow a 
comparison with their redesigned (through collaboration with Matthews) state.  
Regarding composition analysis, Nicholas Cook writes in his seminal text A Guide 
To Musical Analysis, ‘there were two main ways in which people approached pieces 
of music. One was their overall form and the other was their melodic, harmonic or 
rhythmic content’ (1987: 9).  The analyses within this chapter adopt both of these 
approaches, firstly by analysing the ‘overall form’ of each of Peyton Jones’s 
compositions: 
Analysing the form of a new piece [consists] of assimilating it into […] 
section[s] – binary form, ternary form – but forms of any complexity were 
described historically. […] Forms like rondo or sonata are by definition 
thematic. Certain parts of the music are picked out and identified as themes 
(and accordingly labelled A, B, B1 and so forth) whereas the rest of the 
music is regarded as non-thematic – or, to use the old-fashioned and rather 
unsatisfactory term, ‘transitional’. 
(Cook, 1987: 9) 
Cook says that the term ‘thematic’ is ‘really a technical term’ meaning ‘any kind of 
sonority’ referring to ‘some readily recognizable musical element which serves a 
certain formal function by virtue of occurring at structural points’ (1987: 9). 
Identifying the form (thematically) of each of Peyton Jones’s works by a score 
analysis is the first methodological steps adopted in this chapter. Identifying each of 
the composition’s original form is essential as this chapter will continue to reveal 
how Matthews’s electronics contribute structurally to Peyton Jones’s work. Thus, 
analysis of ‘form’ will provide the base for the developments to be mapped onto. 
However, where Cook identifies ‘thematic’ and ‘non-thematic’ material within the 
form of a composition, he says, 
I said the term ‘transition’ was an unsatisfactory one: it implies that the 
function of all the sections in a piece of music that are not thematic is simply 
to link up the thematic ones – to create ‘transitions’ between them. But this 
isn’t really how people experience music. Often – probably more often than 
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not – it is the transitional passages […] that are the most intense and 
expressive, not the themes. 
 (Cook, 1987: 9 – 10) 
The forthcoming analysis investigates such transitional elements from a new 
perspective. The transitions between sections are discussed from a macro-structural 
perspective: each of Peyton Jones’s individual compositions are connected by 
transitional solo-electronic sections. The relation between these sections and Peyton 
Jones’s compositions is analysed throughout the chapter with regards to structure. 
Chapters 4 and 5 will question the extent to which such transitional sections develop 
to be the ‘most intense and expressive’ sections in performance between Peyton 
Jones’s works.  
Although a structural analysis (by score) of Peyton Jones’s compositions will be 
conducted, his minimal style means that his work is often moulded by process, 
which impacts upon its structure. Concerning the basic concepts of minimal music, 
Wim Mertens writes, 
One finds that in repetitive music the concept of work has been replaced by 
the notion of process. […] The conventional idea of a musical work as a 
totality is no longer valid, since a repetitive work is essentially a process, a 
music whose function is not to represent something outside itself, but only to 
refer to its own creation. 
 (Mertens, 1988: 88 – 89) 
Mertens stresses the significance of ‘process’ in minimalist music: the process of 
sound generation supersedes structural identity – the process actually creates a 
work’s form: 
A work becomes a process when it relates only to itself. The most important 
characteristic of musical process as defined by Reich is that it determines 
simultaneously both the note-to-note details and the overall form. […] Like 
Reich, Glass rejects any structure that exists outside the musical process – the 
process has to generate its own structure: “My music has no overall structure 
but generates itself at each moment.” In process music, structure is secondary 
 
 
 
116 
 
to sound; the two coincide only in so far as the process determines both the 
sound and the overall form. 
(Mertens, 1988: 89) 
The aesthetic within the self-generating structures of minimalism is widely discussed 
(Mertens, 1988; Potter, 2000; Strickland, 2000) to lack drama, expression and 
narrativity. Mertens writes “repetitive music […] is non-representational and is no 
longer a medium for the expression of subjective feelings […] [it] discard[s] 
teleological and dramatic elements. (1988: 88). Quoting Reich, 
[Minimalism] does not deal with events in a clear directional structure. In 
fact there is no structure at all. […] [The] music must be listened to as a pure 
sound-event, an act without dramatic structure. 
(Reich; in Mertens, 1988: 88) 
 
This is supported by Keith Potter (2000), who reinforces the idea of incorporating an 
‘experimental’ aesthetic (Nyman, 1974) void of expression, and a process-as-
structure theory, in attempt at a ‘working definition of musical minimalism’ of three 
elements: 
Firstly, the concern to avoid the creation of conventional time-objects by 
stressing process rather than product; secondly, the avoidance of previous 
notation of musical expression […]; and thirdly, the reconsideration of what 
we may call narrativity. […] Music should somehow go beyond what their 
(Reich, Glass, Young and Riley) own imaginations were inherently capable 
of inventing. Importantly, this applied to structure, in their case more than 
material. 
 (Potter, 2000: 6) 
Similarly reinforced in Edward Strickland’s writing, he says: 
One of the most problematic considerations in minimal music is its 
relationship to expressive theory. […] In terms of aesthetic […] [for Young 
and Riley] there is a clear line of descent from Cage’s desire to let sounds be 
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themselves rather than vehicles of human expression. […] Young and Riley 
did not speak of either expressing or conveying to the audience emotions per 
se. […] Young similarly reduced the emotional element in performance, from 
the beginning, leaving performers of his work little room for expressive 
effect. He justifies this with an aesthetic […] of performance closely akin to 
Reich’s. […] Both Young and Reich ask their musical collaborators to find 
fulfilment not in subjective engrossment but in almost devotional submission 
to the process at hand. 
 (Strickland, 2000: 283 – 285) 
 
It is clear that the sound, aesthetic and structure are all important components of 
minimalist music, but what is most important is that they all derive from and are 
shaped by the process that forges them. Michael Nyman writes, 
Reich’s music […] relies heavily on repetition; but this is a ‘local’ device by 
which Reich realizes his concept of ‘music as a gradual process’, by which he 
means not the process of composition, but a piece of music that is, literally, a 
process. Reich is not interested in ‘secrets of structure that you can’t hear’, 
such as the results of Cage’s chance processes which are used deliberately to 
obscure any perceptible organization […] the process is used as the subject 
rather than the source of the music. 
 (Nyman, 1999: 151) 
 
Concerning the ‘chance’ processes Nyman discusses, Merten also talks of this as 
‘music as process’: 
With Cage, music became experimental because the introduction of chance 
operations made its outcome unpredictable. Experimental composers […] 
outline a situation, a field in which sound may occur. What is important is 
not the product but the production process. In this context Schnebel uses the 
term Kompositionsprozesse: “It is not the aural effect that is prescribed, but 
the process that generates it.” […] Cage pushes fortuitousness to its limits by 
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removing all subjectivity from the compositional process. So all decisive 
factors are withdrawn from the composing subject, and this is realized 
through aleatoric procedures […] turning the work into a unique and 
unrepeatable event. 
 (Merten, 1988: 108) 
The aleatoric sounds in a Cageian experimental performance not only obscure 
structure but contribute to the aesthetic, i.e. the unpredictable nature is the outcome 
of the process. On the one hand, in a minimalist context, structure is the result of a 
self-defining process, but it should be clear to the audience that this structure is 
integral to the piece, and its aesthetic has departed from conventionalisms of 
expression and drama. On the other hand, in an experimental context, structure is 
obscured by random sounds from chance processes, thus its aesthetic is often 
unpredictable. Endings brings together aspects of these two models of process 
(Peyton Jones’s process and Matthews’s process), but challenges the expressionless 
aesthetic, as Peyton Jones’s compositions specifically incorporate drama and 
narrativity. One of the aims of this chapter is to identify the form and/or structure 
that already exists in Peyton Jones’s compositions. In Peyton Jones’s minimalist 
compositions, the extent to which process informs structure is investigated. However 
where structure is informed by its self-developmental process in performance, the 
extent to which notation (composition) reveals a work’s form (or lack of form 
‘formlessness’) is explored. Eldritch Priest (2013: 124) uses the term ‘formless’ in 
the context of experimental and avante-garde music to mean to have  ‘a much less 
derogatory currency’ and even  ‘to function therein almost as a genre characteristic’ 
in comparison to conventional music. He says when encountering La Monte 
Young’s work for the first time, Tony Conrad described it as ‘formless.’ The extent 
to which Peyton Jones’s minimalist compositions are seemingly ‘formless’ in 
notation is investigated, and how a self-generating structure (through process in 
performance) could be informed by the notation. 
In addition to the approaches to score analysis, Chapter 4 also rests upon an 
ethnographic approach: firstly an analysis of the pre-rehearsal conversation 
(APPENDIX L); and secondly analysis of interview responses from Peyton Jones 
about his compositions (APPENDICES Q and R).  
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In his doctoral thesis Composer and Choreographer: A study of collaborative 
compositional process’ (2006), Chan Ji Kim writes, 
Experimenting with compositional approach is an important part of
 collaboration. Artists strive to understand each other’s compositional
 process, or develop a new process together. 
(2006: 8) 
The research into practical work conducted in his thesis explores the combination 
between dance and music, and their dependence on one another vs. their 
independence from one another. This, and with regards to understanding ‘each 
other’s compositional process’ is an important line of enquiry to be explored within 
Chapter 4. The two composers met to discuss Peyton Jones’s compositions, sharing 
ideas regarding how Matthews’s electronics can contribute to the programme in two 
ways: firstly what the electronics will do during each piece (thematic forms); and 
secondly what the electronics will do between the pieces (non-thematic ‘transitional’ 
forms) i.e. understanding each other’s practice, and the dependence/independence 
between electronics and acoustics. The footage captures the foundations of the 
relationship between the composers. Aside from the dialogue, the film also captures 
the dynamic of their interaction(s), and how they engage with each other regarding 
creative ideas. The first ethnographic method (pre-rehearsal conversation) is 
particularly informal compared to the second method (interviews): it records Peyton 
Jones and Matthews having an informal discussion about creative ideas. Their 
conversation was not encouraged or stimulated by questions. It was video-recorded 
with no intervention. The interviews with Peyton Jones took a more formal 
approach. Peyton Jones was interviewed about his compositional style both in 
general, and specifically concerning his compositions: his words are responses to 
pre-designed questions. 
These two ethnographic approaches are based on the methods of qualitative research 
in the social sciences outlined in the previous chapter (Peräkylä and Ruusuvuori, 
2011: 529).   
The analyses in Chapter 4 extract quotes from the full transcripts of both the pre-
rehearsal conversation and the interviews with Peyton Jones (APPENDICES L, Q 
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and R). Finally, details of Peyton Jones’s compositions throughout the chapter will 
be also supported by additional written notes provided by Peyton Jones to 
supplement the analyses (2013a). Figure 3.1 illustrate the method through Chapter 4. 
 
 
Figure 3.1 Diagram clarifying method  
 
 
3.3 through Rehearsal 
The review of literature on rehearsal analysis (King, 2004; Davidson, 2004; Bayley, 
2011) in the previous chapter considerably informs an ethnographic method and 
analysis of the Endings rehearsals. Both the quantitative (5.3) and qualitative (5.4) 
analyses that feature throughout Chapter 5 rest on an observational approach to 
rehearsal. The analytical approach stems from ethnographic research: four full days 
of rehearsal were audio-video recorded to capture how time was spent between 
collaborators, how relationships and interactions between participants developed, 
and how creative ideas evolved throughout the rehearsal process.  Rehearsals were 
spread over four days: 10, 11, 20, and 21 May 2012. The first day comprised 
preliminary keyboard set-ups followed by close rehearsal between Peyton Jones, 
keyboards and piano, and voices. The second day included Peyton Jones and all the 
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performers of Regular Music II only, whilst the latter two days additionally included 
Matthews’s live electronics. 
On the morning of Day 1 Jeremy Peyton Jones worked closely with Jono Harrison to 
trial and discover the specific sounds Peyton Jones was looking for. For the 
remainder of Day 1, Peyton Jones worked closely with the keyboards and pianos 
(Harrison and Chan), and vocals (Rebecca Askew and Melanie Pappenheim). This 
set-up allowed a close level of interaction and conversation, where only two levels of 
communication could exist at any one time, i.e. one discussion between two 
individuals and the other discussion between the remaining three (or two). These 
calculations are the result of combinatorial mathematics Partitions of a set can be 
identified by groupings of elements into specific subsets. Figure 3.2(a - j) illustrates 
these levels of interactions in a set of five elements. i.e., of the 52 possible partitions 
where there are only five individuals, a maximum of ten possible verbal interactions 
can exist. 
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Figure 3.2 (a) – (j) Pathways for Interaction (Peyton Jones, Keyboards, Piano and 
Voices) 
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The involvement of the remaining seven ensemble performers during Day 2 
drastically increases the number of possible interactions between individuals. An 
increase in performers increases the quantitative potential for additional discussion. 
The addition of Matthews as a co-composer and performer during Days 3 and 4 
again increases not only the likelihood of possible co-performer interactions, but also 
the composer-performer interactions, creating a platform for co-composer 
interactions. Such co-composer interactions are the basis of the qualitative analysis 
(section 4.4).  Figure 3.3 illustrates the potential pathways of interaction between 
composers, composers and performers and between performers during days 3 and 4. 
 
Figure 3.3 Pathways for Interaction (RMII and Matthews) 
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Analyses of the four days are based on a growing body of ethnomusicological data 
on rehearsal. The rehearsals were recorded, because according to Kvale, ‘video 
recordings offer a unique opportunity for analysing the interpersonal interaction[s]’ 
(Kvale, 1996: 4). The fieldwork conducted and observations of rehearsal time help to 
reveal how ‘product’ develops from ‘process’.  
 
Finally, Chapter 5 uses established methods of quantitative data expression, but 
additionally explores new methods of qualitative data expression. The statistician 
Edward Tufte (2001: 51) identifies a number of ‘principles of graphical excellence’: 
  
Graphical excellence is the well-designed presentation of interesting data – a 
matter of substance, of statistics, and of design. 
            
Graphical excellence consists of complex ideas communicated with clarity, 
precisions, and efficiency. 
  
Graphical excellence is that which gives to the viewer the greatest number of 
ideas in the shortest time with least ink in the smallest space. 
  
            (Tufte, 2001: 51) 
  
The presentation of statistical, quantitative information in this chapter follows these 
principles. However, the second part of this chapter explores visual displays of 
qualitative information drawn from the analysis. Some of the information extracted 
from the qualitative analysis of rehearsal has quantitative aspects (e.g. times, 
durations, pitches), however, due to terminological difficulties (both for Peyton 
Jones and Matthews, and researchers when talking about timbres), types of sound 
developed through rehearsal are illustrated diagrammatically at the close of each 
subsection. For example, the discussions between Peyton Jones and Matthews 
regarding a specific piece in rehearsal, may result in new ideas and new decisions to 
be realized in performance. These decisions are detailed in the analysis, however a 
new methodology is explored: graphically expressing collaborative, rehearsal 
decisions of part-electronically improvised, part-acoustic notated music. 
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Representing data graphically can aid communication between writer and reader. 
Tufte’s principles of graphical excellence (followed as guidelines in the Quantitative 
Analysis) are continually adhered to when presenting the qualitative information. 
However these principles are explored in a qualitative context. 
 
 
3.4 through Performance 
Chapter 6 will use three methods of analysis: 
Firstly, the analysis of musical performance will be approached through comparing 
and contrasting two performances: Performance A (Bexhill, 24 May 2012), and 
Performance B (Bristol, 31 May 2012). The performances are to be analysed by 
viewing video footage filmed by Colin Still of Optic Nerve Production Company. 
The chapter adopts the same ethnographic approaches to research data collection 
with regards to video filming as the previous two chapters: the camera was placed in 
the performance venue and audio-video recorded the musical and social processes. It 
is intended that the participants are not influenced by the researcher or research, 
taking a purely observational approach: it is not participatory (or ‘action-research’) 
in any way. Due to recording restrictions in the Purcell Room at Queen Elizabeth 
Hall, Southbank, London, (double-page spread, pp. 336 – 337) the second 
performance is not recorded. It is for this reason that this performance can not 
feature as part of the analysis, neither as a core analytical example or an interim 
example. The footage of the two recorded performances will allow the TRAILS 
(summarized in Table 4.14) followed through the compositional and rehearsal stages 
to be identified. Clips extracted from the footage will illustrate each TRAIL 
materializing in performance showing how they differ between performances. This 
method can reveal the extent to which the collaborative creative decisions made 
between composers through stages of composition and rehearsal processes are 
realised in the final stage of performance. Similar to Chapter 5, Chapter 6 will be 
structured by following each TRAIL chronologically. Likewise with Chapter 5, the 
video clips are accessible either through Chapter or TRAIL. The video clips are 
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marked throughout the chapter with a musical performance icon, accompanied 
by a clip name (e.g. Clip#5.1) relating to the file name on the SD card. 
Secondly, where the analysis aims to uncover the reasons why there are certain 
differences between performances, an additional type of ethnographic approach 
(informal interviews) is adopted. Each of the TRAILS identified through the 
previous two chapters revolve around the creative, collaboratively-made decisions 
concerning Matthews’s electronics. When beginning to understand why differences 
occurred, Matthews’s performance practices for each TRAIL are revealed. i.e. that is 
how each of the TRAILS happened on Matthews’s part. This is in-part informed by 
Rodgers’s (2010) approach (interviewing, screengrabs etc.), but adapted: working 
with Matthews across two days in her studio will reveal her process in greater detail 
(specific to Endings) compared to Rodgers’s more general account. From a 
practitioner’s perspective, the research conducted and presented through this 
approach contributes to a growing field of electroacoustic performance practice 
documentation. Additionally, this approach to research will also help to reveal the 
extent to which Matthews’s performance practices can be considered ‘live’. 
Regarding ‘liveness’, Thom Holmes writes: 
One of the appeals of all music is the magic of performance in real time with 
live musicians. Whether you are the performer of a member of the audience, 
live performance requires and alertness of mind, an awareness of the acoustic 
space, and the psychological interplay of people in a social situation. 
(Holmes, 2002: 125) 
 
Additionally, Stephen Davies (2001) classifies ‘musical works’ into ontological 
types: he makes a separation between ‘works that are for performance’ and those that 
‘are not’ of which he subcategorizes ‘for performance’ works into ‘those that are for 
live presentation’ and ‘those that are not’. Writing that ‘live’ performance is the 
opposite of ‘studio’ performance, he says: 
Many works are conceived specifically for studio, not live, performances. 
Pieces for studio performance require the electronic manipulation of the 
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materials finding their way into the performance. Normally, they are not 
created in real time (i.e. live) 
(Davies, 2001: 34-35) 
 
However, Chapter 6 aims to reveal the extent to which Matthews works (live) in 
performance with regards to both sampling and manipulation. 
Phillip Auslander has written substantially on ‘liveness’ in the context of a 
mediatised culture (1999): ‘Because live performance is the category of cultural 
production most directly affected by the dominance of media, it is particularly urgent 
to address the situation of live performance in our mediatized culture’. Quoting 
Wurtzler (1992: 89) ‘the live comes to stand for a category completely outside 
representation […] this common assumption […] that the live event is real and that 
mediatized events are only secondary and somehow artificial reproductions of the 
real is a persistent notion in contemporary performance-ology’ (Auslander, 1999). 
However, Auslander identifies the link between media and live, stating that ‘live 
performance now often incorporates mediatisation to the degree that the live event 
itself is a product of media technologies […] as soon as electric amplification is 
used, one might say that the event is mediatized’. However Hugill writes 
one thing that has changed in digital performance is the notion of 
“liveness.” In acoustic music, it is normally clear what is live and 
what is not. The human performer, sharing a space with the listener 
and making sound at that moment is performing live. 
(Hugill, 2008: 119) 
 
Hugill states that some exceptions to this, such as electronic relays, (a possible 
example of Auslander’s ‘amplification’) is an ‘acceptable extension’ to this 
suggestion. He states though, that, in general, ‘being live means synchronous 
musical activity’ (Hugill, 2008: 119). In Endings, Matthews is seated amongst the 
audience: they can hear her sound, and they can see her, but because of her minimal 
set of physical movements her processes are not clear. This chapter makes those 
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processes accessible, as this is a widely-discussed issue in electroacoustic music 
research. McDermott et. al. outline: 
most computer software requires of users a minimal set of physical abilities: 
typing, pointing and clicking with the mouse, and looking at the screen. […] 
the same is true of musical software in general, and studio hardware adds 
little to this set. However, musical instruments (conventional) can require a 
lot more. Pianists require at least an octave span in each hand. Stringed 
instruments require finger strength.  
(McDermott et. al, 2013: 32) 
 
These performance actions are increasingly difficult to identify in electroacoustic 
performance practice, and it is the identification of these actions that help to identify 
live practice. 
Paul Sanden’s text Liveness in Modern Music: Musicians, Technology, and the 
Perception of Performance (2013) addresses ‘why and how the word live is […] 
used in […] modern musical contexts […] offer[ing] an account of the current state 
not of live performance itself but of its attendant concept of liveness’ (2013: 3). 
Sanden writes that Auslander’s text (2008) is central to much of his own study, ‘due 
to his [Auslander’s] strong focus on theatrical and musical performance’ (2013: 8), 
especially with regards to mediatization: 
Auslander’s concerns with the relationship between liveness and 
mediatization are primarily ontological and epistemological. Ontologically 
speaking, live performance in its purest sense no longer exists in the vast 
majority of cases: it has become mediatized. Epistemologically speaking (i.e., 
on the level at which we understand or know its identity), live performance 
has absorbed much of its identity, characterization, and meaning from 
mediatized forms or culture.  
(Sanden: 2013: 9) 
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Chapter 5, ‘Interactive Lives in Live Electronic Music’ is particularly relevant to the 
forthcoming analytical study of Endings performances through Chapter 6, especially 
concerning an ontological understanding of liveness with regards to the interactions 
between musicians and technology. Sanden writes about a hypothetical example: 
A performance involving flute and pre-recorded tape seems to straddle 
ontological categories: On the one hand, the presence of a flutist with another 
“performing entity” (the tape) suggests that this is a piece for a flute-and-tape 
duo. On the other hand, the lack of interaction between flute and tape 
suggests that this is really a piece for two solo performers. Two-way 
interaction seems to be promised, but the piece never delivers on that 
promise; the desire for interactive liveness is made even more palpable in its 
absence. Identifying interaction, then, seems to be central to understanding 
liveness in live electronic music. In most accounts of live electronic music 
(often called interactive computer music) interaction is usually identified in 
the musician/machine interface exercised in performance. I [Sander] argue 
here that this sense of technologically orientated interaction finds its early 
counterpart in a conventional sense of inter-musician interaction. 
 (Sanden, 2013: 88 – 89) 
 
The analysis of Endings explores the definition of liveness through these levels of 
interaction: firstly, the interaction between Matthews and machine, and secondly the 
interaction between ‘Matthews-and-machine’ and musicians (including Peyton Jones 
as conductor of the ensemble). Exploring the former of these interactions rests on the 
research method conducted with Matthews in her London Studio in December 2014. 
Exploring the latter of these interactions relies on reviewing the recordings of 
performance, illustrating the extent of the interactive behaviour between Matthews 
and Regular Music II. 
Thirdly, interviews with performers (APPENDIX X and APPENDIX Y) will also be 
used to supplement the analysis, to offer additional perspectives and ideas on the 
interactions between the collaborators.  The two interviews are conducted separately 
with Melanie Pappenheim (X) and Rebecca Askew (Y) due to the reason that in 
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many of the works the voices featured as leading parts. These interviews are 
different from the composer interviews in that they were conducted over telephone 
Skype call, thus the interviewees were not in the physical face-to-face presence of 
the researcher. This approach is based on a method detailed in Alan Bryman’s text 
Social Research Methods (2012). He writes, 
[Telephone interviewing] is likely to have certain benefits when compared to 
face-to-face qualitative interviewing. […] [however] there is some evidence 
that there are few differences in the kinds of response that one gets when 
asking questions by telephone rather than in person. […] Sturges and 
Hanrahan (2004: 113) concluded [from their research into comparisons 
between face-to-face and telephone interviews] that there were no noticeable 
differences between the responses given in that there were ‘similarities in the 
quantity, nature and depth of responses’. 
(Bryman, 2012: 488) 
 
Bryman does however state that this type of interviewing is ‘unlikely to work well 
with interviews that are likely to run on for a long time’. Because of this, the 
interviews with the performers are both around 45 minutes to one hour long. These 
are considerably shorter compared to the face-to-face interviews with Peyton Jones 
and Matthews, which lasted around two hours. In Bryman’s own research into this 
method, he writes that he found that ‘interviewees were quite expansive in their 
replies and there were no significant recording problems’. The interviews conducted 
with Pappenheim and Askew were both audio recorded and, similar to the interviews 
with Peyton Jones and Matthews, were both later transcribed (APPENDICES X and 
Y). 
The interviews focus on how the singers’ roles in performances adapt, change and/or 
were challenged by Matthews’s performance practices. The performers are invited to 
discuss the levels of interaction with electronics in performance. Their responses are 
hoped to support the analysis by revealing the impact of live electronics on 
conventionally-performing musicians in a collaborative performance environment. 
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In addition to these three methods of data collection, comments drawn from 
interviews and talks (APPENDICES Q – W) with the composers will also support 
the analysis, not only to understand what happened during performance, but why and 
how they happened. Overall, Chapter 6 adopts a combined analysis of creative, 
collaborative results in performance and electroacoustic performance practice. 
 
3.5 Conclusions 
Fully understanding Endings as both process and product requires numerous (and 
often combined/mixed) methods of data collection and analysis. Figure 3.3 illustrates 
the methodologies covered. 
Each chapter explores both methods of data collection/approach to primary data and 
methods of analysis of this data. Figure 3.4 illustrates these, but importantly shows 
how each method flows and informs the next step. Additionally, underlining these 
approaches will sit a set of documented and transcribed meetings, interviews and 
talks between composers (Peyton Jones; Matthews), performers (Pappenheim; 
Askew) and researchers (Williams; Bayley; Still). These support and contribute to 
the analyses throughout Chapters 4 – 6. Thus, this thesis will not rest on one 
analytical technique, but rather upon a combination of methods and analyses that 
work both individually to evaluate one particular element, and collectively, to 
evaluate Endings as an entirety. Within, approaches and methods are explored (for 
example, rehearsal transcriptions of qualitative data into graphic notation and full 
transcriptions of rehearsal discourse to help dissect various data-sets in order to 
understand music as both product and process). Thus, this thesis applies a multi-
methodological approach towards an ethnomusicology of electroacoustic music. 
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Figure 3.4 Flow of Methodologies through Chapters 4 – 6 
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4 COMPOSITION 
4.1 Overview 
This chapter introduces the set of compositions by Jeremy Peyton Jones used in 
Endings (2012). Each work is fully-scored in Western notation (APPENDICES A – 
K) as an arrangement for his ensemble Regular Music II. Each composition has its 
own divisional subheading within the chapter, with the exception of ‘Going Down’, 
‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’ and ‘And Then He Asked Me’ which are discussed 
collectively as ‘songs’. For each work there are four further subheadings: (1) 
Context; (2) Form and Structure; (3) Texture and Timbre; and (4) Transformations. 
Section (1) provides a historical and compositional context for each work, for two 
reasons: firstly, this provides a background understanding of how each work 
originally existed (prior to collaboration); and secondly, Peyton Jones discussed 
these original contexts with Matthews during the pre-rehearsal discussion, i.e. each 
context provided Matthews with a starting point for her ideas/thoughts. Sections (2) 
and (3) analyse each work in terms of form, structure, texture and timbre: these are 
the specific musical elements that are developed through Endings through the 
collaboration with Kaffe Matthews. Section (4) reveals the ideas behind potential 
developments and contributions from Matthews’s electronics. The development and 
realisation of these ideas are not discussed here: this chapter focusses specifically on 
the collaborative process prior to rehearsal(s) and performance(s). Thus, Section (4) 
of each work focuses on the negotiation of specific ideas regarding ways to frame or 
develop the original compositions. These ideas are extracted from video 
documentary footage of conversation between Peyton Jones and Matthews filmed on 
27 April 2012 by Colin Still (APPENDIX L: Matthews and Peyton Jones, 2012a). 
How the electronics may proceed through rehearsal and performance specifically to 
transform the original architectures of form, structure, texture and timbre in Peyton 
Jones’s compositions are discussed. Thus, each ‘Transformation’ section analyses 
the ideas within the context of the preceding subsections by mapping the 
collaboratively-made developmental concepts onto the existing compositional 
framework(s). 
This chapter reveals the origins of both a creative process (the original works) and a 
collaborative process (developing the original works). The extraction of ideas 
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towards transforming the original compositions are catalogued at the end of the 
chapter in the final subsection ‘Conclusions’ (4.12) as ‘TRAILS’ (e.g. TRAIL1). 
This summarizes the roots of both creative and collaborative processes, attributing 
initial negotiations on creative transformations between Matthews and Peyton Jones 
as TRAILS. The TRAILS (the core output of the chapter) are followed through the 
subsequent chapters (4 Rehearsal and 5 Performance) to reveal how each idea 
develops through rehearsal and is realised in performance through co-composer 
collaborative negotiations. 
 
4.2 ‘And the Days Are Long’ 
4.2.1 Context 
‘And The Days Are Long’ was composed in 1999 originating as the opening 
movement of a three-movement concerto for electric guitar and amplified orchestra 
originally written for Canadian electric guitarist Tim Brady. Brady had previously 
worked with Peyton Jones on a piece called 18 Guitars between 1995 and 1997. 
Grounding 18 Guitars amongst similar, comparable musical examples, journalist 
Francois Couture (2004) states in his review of Brady’s album release 10 
Collaborations (2000) of electronic and electroacoustic works (which features 18 
Guitars) that Peyton Jones’s composition lies ‘somewhere between Fripp’s League 
of Crafty Guitarists and Glenn Branca’s  symphonies for electric guitars’ (2001). 
Peyton Jones composes for the electric guitar in 18 guitars in a similar way to 
Branca’s approach, for example in his latest symphony (Symphony No. 16 [2015] 
featuring 100 electric guitars), which uses the instrument collectively, as Courture 
says ‘turning it into one’ (Couture, 2004). In both Peyton Jones’s and Branca’s work 
here, the guitars interact in way that creates a unified sound. However, the composite 
of ‘And The Days Are Long’ shares more in common with Tim Brady’s 
collaboration with the Nouvel Ensemble Moderne (NEM) (conducted by Lorraine 
Vaillancourt) on Brady’s work Playing Guitar: Symphony No.1 (2004). In both, the 
electric guitar is used as a lead instrument interacting with a smaller contemporary 
ensemble: the 13-piece set-up of Regular Music II in ‘And The Days Are Long’, and 
a 15-piece chamber ensemble (NEM) in Playing Guitar: Symphony No.1, similarly 
featuring violin, viola, piano, drums/percussion, and wind (woodwind and horns). 
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Significantly, Brady’s work fuses the traditions of conventional scored notation 
(through NEM) with the electronic guitar sounds. Couture writes, 
it is one of the most convincing attempts ever made at integrating the electric 
guitar into a ‘classical’ music group […] One doesn’t detect the slightest 
distance between guitar and orchestra, both entities talking the same 
language, which is neither rock nor classical, but Brady’s (own) […] more 
flexible (than) […] Reich’s sense of interlocking rhythms, (and) […] 
definitely warmer (than) […] Goebbel’s cross-stylistic approach. 
(Courture, 2004) 
 
These themes: an integrated and interacting leading electric guitar-chamber 
ensemble hybrid; a seamless blending between guitar electronics and acoustics; 
quasi-Reich minimalistic interlocking rhythms; and a fusion of styles, form Peyton 
Jones’s ‘And The Days Are Long.’ These elements are echoed in Peyton Jones’s 
supplementary notes (2013a): 
Tim Brady asked me to write a substantial piece for solo electric guitar and 
ensemble. I immediately thought of a Baroque-style concerto. Partly because 
since the earliest examples in the Baroque period there have been concertos 
written for just about every orchestral instrument capable of carrying a 
melodic line, and lead guitar seemed a natural modern instrument to continue 
that tradition. Partly also because I have always avoided featuring solo 
instruments, preferring to concentrate on the dynamics of the group, and the 
Baroque idea of ‘concerto’, literally ‘playing together’, is much closer to this 
idea of interaction between musicians – here between the group and the 
soloist - than the 19th Century tradition which began to focus more 
exclusively on the soloist. This piece is dedicated to the memory of my sister 
Mary Peyton Jones (1957-1997). 
(Peyton Jones, 2013a) 
This gives an early insight into the composer’s approach to composition. Stating to 
prefer ‘to concentrate on the dynamic of the group […] interaction between 
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musicians […] ‘playing together’’ suggests a more collective approach to rehearsal 
and performance with Regular Music II than an individualist approach. The 
subsequent sections of analysis reveal that in the case of ‘And the Days Are Long’ 
for Endings, the guitar part (performed by Steve Smith) is composed in a way that 
leads but interacts with the other parts of the ensemble. The theme of interaction 
between performers and parts is extended in 3.3.4 where ideas for Matthews’s 
electronics focus on contributing to an interactive texture.  
‘And The Days Are Long’ (APPENDIX A) is arranged for alto saxophone in Eb, 
tenor saxophone in Bb, bass trombone, electric guitar, piano, keyboards (see 
configurations), percussion (woodblock, bongo and tubular bells), two female vocals 
(alto and soprano), drum kit, one violin and one viola. 
 
4.2.2 Form and Structure 
Studying Peyton Jones’s 279-bar score reveals the form and structure of ‘And The 
Days Are Long’ on both a macro- and micro- cosmic scale. The application of the 
terms ‘form’, ‘structure’ and ‘design’ for Peyton Jones’s works are based on 
Rothstein’s (1989) and Salzer’s (1952) approaches cited by Arnold Whittall:  
Salzer distinguishes between ‘structure’ as revealed in Schenkerian voice-
leading and harmonic analysis, ‘form’ as ‘the organization and division of 
that structure into definite sections, and the relation of those sections to each 
other’, and ‘design’ as the organization of the compositional surface, in terms 
of its thematic and rhythmic material. 
(Whittall, 2014) 
The overall form (macro) of ‘And The Days Are Long’ has two clear sections: the 
first (A) (b.1 – b.212); and the second (B) (b. 212 – b.279). Although the former 
section comprises just over 75% of the written material, bar 212 marks 
approximately the midpoint of the composition in terms of timing/duration: sections 
A and B are both around six and half minutes long. However, the difference between 
these two sections is based on thematic material (melodic, rhythmic, harmonic 
[framework]) and tempo rather than timing. Section A can be subdivided into three 
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further sections: bars 1 – 93 (Ai); bars 94 – 163 (Aii); and bars 164 – 211 (Aiii) 
based on this material. There are however considerable motivic repetitions (or 
variations) of melodic and/or rhythmic motifs which act as microstructures (themes) 
flowing throughout Ai, Aii and Aiii. Such motivic structures are discussed by 
musicologist Stephen Davies as ‘sound structures’, ‘central to any piece’s singularity 
[…] crucial to the identity of musical works’ (2001: 45). Table 3.1 (pages 106 – 107) 
shows the identification of the motifs/‘sound structures’ in ‘And The Days Are 
Long’ and the respective sections (Ai – iii) in which they can be located.  
This analysis was conducted through a score-based approach, where the sound 
structures have been identified, extracted, and isolated. The motifs are distinguished 
by differences in melodic, rhythmic, harmonic and textural shape as ‘instances of 
their own singularity’. The location of these sound structures within the composition 
governs the form (macro) of the work. Identifying these motifs and their location 
offers a number of considerations concerning the work. Firstly, the very existence, 
layering and patchwork of these sound structures indicate the minimalistic 
complexity of Peyton Jones’s work: ‘And the Days Are Long’ features only 14 core 
motifs across the 279 bars of material. Secondly, isolating these compositional 
blocks alongside their respective placement within the work illustrates the 
development and change of motivic material throughout the work, thus providing a 
structural canvas on which Matthews can map her electronics, tailored to the 
arrangement of pre-existing motivic material throughout sections A (i – iii) and B.  
Section B shares none of the material of A and cannot be easily divided into sub-
sections. There are however identifiable motifs within the section. Minimalistic 
treatment and repetition of these motifs at a slow tempo creates a form of extended 
duration - something Peyton Jones discusses. He finds significance in a rhythmic, 
continuous pulse and repetition, however unlike with minimalist music, his 
compositional processes involve a focus on making shaped phrases: ‘a lot of 
minimalism is one-dimensional – based on drones and repetition ad infinitum. It’s 
unchanging, it doesn’t have peaks and troughs’ (APPENDIX Q: Peyton Jones, 
2012a). 
Musicologist Keith Potter searches for a clear definition of the term ‘minimalism’. 
Citing Tom Johnson’s (1977), he lists: ‘repetition […] tiny variations […] hyper-
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clarity[…] encouraging more subtle perceptions […] making music less dramatic’ 
(Johnson, 1977, cited in Potter, 2000: 2). 
The first of these epithets is something Peyton Jones discusses in the interview in a 
way where he ‘constantly loops around something’. He also explains that he builds 
structures that have a shape with ‘dramatic structure’, with ‘peaks and troughs’ 
(APPENDIX Q: Peyton Jones, 2012). This then juxtaposes the former attribute in 
Johnson’s list (repetition) against the latter (making music less dramatic) where 
although Peyton Jones uses repetition, he does however retain or build a dramatic 
element in his work: 
My structures owe much to minimalism in that they employ repetition, but 
they are concerned with creating trajectories and structures which utilise 
repetition but are not static or entirely one dimensional. Hence rhythmic 
patterns and loops are used but are often shared out between instruments each 
of which contributes to an interlocked whole (e.g. ‘And the Days are Long’)  
(Peyton Jones, 2013a) 
 
These repeated (minimalistic) structures Peyton Jones that discusses are particularly 
evident in section B of ‘And The Days Are Long’, which focus on extending a 
musical ‘ending’ or cadence over a long period of time. The macro-shape of this 
section ‘loops around’ one core motif, setting the text “and the days are long, and the 
days are long –ong” melismatically to a repeated semiquaver triplet on the same 
pitch(es) per bar (Figure 4.1).  
 
Figure 4.1 Setting of vowel ‘a’ to a repeated semiquaver triplets, b.243.  
 
 
 
 
139 
 
The repeated syllable across a group of notes (triplets on the same pitch) 
demonstrates characteristics of a neumatic setting as the vocal parts are part of the 
overall texture as opposed to an ornamented melodic line with accompaniment. The 
minimalist structure of this text setting revolves around the extensibility of the 
pronunciation of the syllables. American composer Virgil Thomson writes in his text 
Music with Words: A Composer’s View that ‘in English the length of sounds, 
especially for singing, is more variable than their stressings’ (1989: 8). On the setting 
of vowels and consonants to music, Thomson writes, 
The art of putting English to music is largely a matter of not disturbing the 
fixed elements. […] The attributes of speech-sound are: stress, or 
accentuation, which in English is invariable; cadence, which is extremely 
variable – but only within the limits of the third attribute, quantity, since 
certain sounds are considered extensible and others not. Accents in English 
cannot be changed without changing the meaning. Cadence can be widely 
varied to illustrate meanings or to intensify them, but only where the 
phonemes, or units of speech-sound, are in themselves extensible. […] 
Consonants do vary in length, from the instantaneous p and t to the infinitely 
extensible l and m. […] Vowels are much simpler, because none are 
instantaneous. […] All vowels, even the shortest, are variable for length, 
because the consonants that surround them control their extensibility. […] 
There are lengthened short vowels, for instance in rest and love. These are 
extended by the consonants that frame them. But the same vowels as those in 
rest and love are radically shortened by their consonants in pet and put. Then 
there are shortened long vowels, as in pop and gate. These same vowels o 
and a need more time in home and lane. The long consonants h, m, l and m 
stretch them out. 
(Thomson, 1989: 9 – 10) 
 
The relationship between the extensibility of cadence and the extensibility of speech-
sound is particularly identifiable in section B. Peyton Jones’s motivic setting of 
extended vowels and variable-length consonants is set to the extended musical 
cadence. The slow alternation of the motif between parts supports an endlessly 
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looping cadential effect, providing a continuous pulse throughout the structure 
alongside an ascending arpeggiated sustained motif in the piano (Figure 4.2). (The 
developmental treatment of these motifs is discussed in the following subsection on 
texture). The composer’s elongation of invariable-length consonants and/or syllables 
across the motif does however pose challenges in rehearsal (see Chapter 5). The 
form and structure discussed is seen diagrammatically in the figure below (Figure 
4.3). 
 
Figure 4.2 Piano’s arpeggiated sustained motif. 
 
 
Figure 4.3 Form of ‘And The Days Are Long’.
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Motif Description Ai Aii Aiii 
Staccato accented crotchet hit. Also seen spread 
across chords (eg. C major  + octaves) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4-note semiquaver chromatic. Appears in ascending 
and descending forms. Occasionally more than 4 
beats and rhythmically disjointed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sustained note preceded by a short note similar in 
effect to a grace note. The intervallic leap as opposed 
to stepwise. Range of intervals. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Long chord followed by a short chord with a short 
rest in between. Often on different chords. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Rhythmic pattern alternating between two notes a 
minor 3rd apart. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Repeated pattern of three notes spread across 
semiquavers grouped as 4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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Repeated pattern of 4 semiquavers spread across a 
chord. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Melodic line with consonant harmonies.    
Repeated quaver passage grouped in fours. Tenuto & 
staccato 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Rhythmic pattern of quavers, staccato and accented 
on the first, fourth and seventh quaver beats of a 4/4 
time signature. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bass line in quavers – group of 4 alternating with 
bass line in quavers – group of 2. 
   
Tubular bell hit. Sustained.  
 
 
 
 
 
Sustained pedal note harmonies.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 4.1 Motifs featuring throughout sections Ai – Aiii in ‘And The Days Are Long’
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4.2.3 Texture and Timbre 
Textural qualities vary throughout ‘And The Days Are Long’, contributing to the 
identification of form outlined in 3.3.2. Thus, textural variances can be mapped onto 
the structural diagram (Fig. 3.4) seen at the end of the section (Fig.3.9). Regarding 
texture, Thomas Clifton writes, ‘texture – or space – is what we experience when we 
hear durations, registers, intensities and tone qualities’ (1983: 69). Further, Wayne 
Bowan writes: 
Musical space is a fundamentally textural affair […] The simplest 
conceivable instance of musical space is a single sustained tone which, 
permitted to “expand its own space” by moving up and down or advancing 
and receding begets ‘line’ (motivic/melodic development). […] A single, 
monophonic […] seemingly simple musical line is thus experimentally rich 
and complex. 
(Bowman, 1998: 274) 
Such a monophonic texture is an integral part of section A in ‘And The Days Are 
Long’.  Initially, section Ai primarily revolves around a monophonic line (albeit 
without linear development) (a continuous rhythmic line on the hi-hat), fused with a 
unison texture. The motifs that feature in Ai are orchestrated as staccato chords 
across the ensemble. However, the introduction of the guitar motif at bar 30, 
followed by recurring additions of the material after Rehearsal Mark B increases the 
complexity of the texture: motifs begin to interact and weave amongst each other 
creating a polyphonic (or contrapuntal) texture (figure 4.4). 
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Figure 4.4 Polyphonic texture in ‘And The Days Are Long’: bars 30 – 38. 
 
Section Aii (Rehearsal Mark E) begins as ‘melody-and-accompaniment’ 
homophony: there is a clear melodic figure in the alto saxophone and guitar, 
supported by chordal patterns in the remaining wind and strings. (figure 4.5) The 
texture is developed throughout this section into complex polyphonic textures 
through further additions of the pre-existing motivic material. 
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Figure 4.5 Melodic (yellow) and Accompaniment (red) 
Section Aiii is a textural development of Ai. The kit part is removed, and the guitar 
harmoniser now provides an underlying texture. Unison chords exposed in Ai return, 
as does the melodic guitar part. The texture thins toward the end of the section: the 
unison chords and guitar melody are omitted, leaving the guitar harmoniser sounding 
and wind chords to provide the transition into Section B. Section B is 
characteristically homophonic in texture – the entire section revolves around a 
chordal progression and remains this way until the end. However this does not mean 
there is no textural evolution – the density and arrangement of parts contribute to a 
slow, developing texture that provides shape to the section. The texture builds over 
the course of the work, first by a growing orchestration of the repeated triplet chord 
pattern (discussed in the previous section) over one instrument, and then building the 
arrangement over four parts. The slow increase in density of the arrangement is also 
achieved by using antiphonal approaches to texture. Peyton Jones alternates between 
using one part and multiple parts, also creating timbral variations evident in figure 
4.6. The call-and-response develops between keyboards and voices (red) and the 
wind section (yellow) as seen in figure 4.7: the antiphonal approach is evident in the 
vocal setting of the text ‘And The Days Are Long’. The alternations between voices 
with horns, and keyboards, illustrates how the homophonic texture is arranged 
antiphonally, with the syllabic setting of text across 71 bars. 
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Figure 4.6 Antiphony between horns and keyboards (yellow) and exclusively keyboards (red). 
 
Figure 4.7 Development of antiphonal texture to include voices (yellow) alternating with keyboards (red).
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4.2.4 Transformations 
Form is the constructive organizing element in music, governing the 
presentation, development and interrelationship of ideas. The concept 
comprehends not only the basic structure of a work but also the techniques 
and procedures used to develop ideas within the structure. 
 (Owens, 2003) 
Musicologist Thomas Owens’s explanation of ‘Form’ places emphasis on its 
definition not only through its constructivist existence (as analysed in 3.3.2) but also 
through its process of ideas and developments that, in turn, shape the work. This 
notion of the impact of process on form is reinforced by Jean-Jacques Nattiez 
(1990): ‘a composition is not merely a whole composed of “structures” […] Rather, 
the work is also constituted by the procedures that have engendered it (acts of 
composition)’. Having identified the composed aspects of structure and texture in 
‘And The Days Are Long’ (through its notation) Owen’s and Nattiez’s approach is 
now considered by examining the collaborative compositional process between 
Peyton Jones and Matthews that occurred prior to rehearsal. Reviewing the pre-
rehearsal discussion facilitates an understanding of the extent to which the process 
‘engenders’ the structural components of form of ‘And The Days Are Long’. In Peter 
Kivy’s chapter ‘Orchestrating Platonism’ in T. Anderberg’s, T. T. Nilstun’s and I. 
Persson’s editorial book Aesthetic Distinction (1988: 42 – 55), Kivy writes, 
There is only one firm intuition here, and it is that work identity is preserved 
just so long as structural integrity is preserved. Indeed, so strong is that 
intuition that we do not even require absolute preservation of structure; that 
is to say, we only require that structural relations be preserved […] 
Performing a Bach fugue with a choir of kazoos may, of itself (although not 
necessarily), make it a very bad performance; of that there can be no possible 
doubt. But it cannot, of itself, make the performance a performance of 
something else. 
(Kivy, 1988: 45, 55) 
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Kivy places the identity of the work on its preservation of structure. The structure he 
discusses is not defined or altered upon a work’s instrumental arrangement or 
orchestration (as a Bach fugue sung with a choir of kazoos remains a Bach fugue) 
but is rather defined by the preservation of the ‘structural integrity’. Such structural 
integrity is found in the outlined ‘sound structures’: it is adhering to these sound 
structures in performance that preserves a work’s ‘structural integrity’. Having 
identified the form of ‘And The Days Are Long’ on a macro- and micro-scale 
through disseminating the work into its motivic sound structures, the following 
paragraphs uncover Peyton Jones’s and Matthews’s ideas behind structural and 
timbral transformation of the work through live electronics, and also how such 
transformations add creative layers of texture. The structure of the work is 
questioned in light of Kivy’s suggestion: where adding electronics may alter and/or 
reform the structural elements of the work, will the structural integrity of ‘And The 
Days Are Long’ still exist, and if not how, can the assignment of authorship be 
attributed in an early compositional stage of the Endings process? 
The first structural transformation the composers discuss in ‘And The Days Are 
Long’ is an experimental introduction: an idea proposed by Peyton Jones. In 
conversation with Matthews he says: 
there is something before this [‘And The Days Are Long’], that I want to 
try… it’s not a piece particularly, but it is an introduction to the thing […] I 
want to do something with a tam tam and bells, with a big gong and some 
hand bells, and that is simply introductory, and that will be Charles, starting 
with a very, very long slow tam tam roll from absolute nothing - from 
pianissimo to double forte, and as it gets pretty loud, the performers are all 
going to have a pair of handbells and they’re going to join with that sound so 
that there’s a big large ringing sound in the space, and out of that will come 
this first hit […] that’s quite an experiment – I want to try it in rehearsal  I 
don’t know exactly how it’s going to work… 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 307) 
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Matthews’s role as a performer in this introduction is discussed: Peyton Jones 
suggests she joins in with the sound and ‘brings it out’ and ‘moves it’ around the 
auditorium. The suggestion is that the introduction begins with acoustic instruments 
and gradually the electronics intersect. Here there is an immediate sense of 
‘consultative working’ (Taylor, 2016) – Matthews and Peyton Jones both work on 
the same task, however it is Peyton Jones who is deciding on this contribution. 
Although Peyton Jones suggests the length of the introduction should be around 
two/two and a half minutes, he reinforces the need to ‘try it out’ in rehearsal. The 
concept, which can be accredited to Peyton Jones as he prompted the discussion with 
the idea, encourages Matthews to talk about her own role with sound and structure 
regarding this opening: 
one of the things I also wanted to talk to you about was this kind of, sense of, 
there are many senses of coming to a great glorious moment… lovely rich, 
dramatic, […] certain resolutions […] lots and lots of resolutions and then we 
start somewhere else. 
(APPENDIX L: Matthews, 2012: 308) 
Matthews’s role in the introduction is to contribute in this way – her electronics will 
add to a rich, dense sound that expands texturally and dynamically over the course of 
the introduction. This will then lead into an abrupt new beginning – starting 
‘somewhere else’ with ‘And The Days Are Long’. A discussion of the ‘shaping’ of 
the feature to ‘try out’ in rehearsal adds an unfixed, malleable structure to the 
beginning of both the entire Endings programme and the first piece ‘And The Days 
Are Long’. The developmental trajectory of this idea is referred to and followed 
through rehearsal (Chapter 5) and performance (Chapter 6) as TRAIL1. 
The next idea for development discussed between the composers, concerns both 
structure and texture. Peyton Jones reveals that one of the elements he imagines the 
electronics will do is to, ‘provide another complex layering of sound’ (APPENDIX 
L: Peyton Jones, 2012). Of the opening bar he says: 
This is the bit where I imagine the electronics having a layer right from the 
top here where the cellist’s playing […] it comes out of that held [Tam Tam 
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& Bells] […] there’s some kind of […] shaped, constant sound here that 
you’re [Matthews] providing. 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 309) 
Peyton Jones suggests that Matthews should replace the cello part that was in the 
original score: 
what the cello is doing is a very long held note and it’s very… it’s full of 
overtones because it’s right near the bridge […] it’s a kind of scratchy, rich 
sort of sound […] We don’t have a cellist in this, and it’s partly because 
actually I wanted to leave space for you to do something there […] in a 
similar, but a different sort of sound […] that you might think about and 
decide on. I was thinking I would like you to replace that cello 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 298 – 299) 
With regards to Taylor’s framework (2016), Peyton Jones’s and Matthews’s 
relationship here sits somewhere between ‘hierarchical’ and ‘co-operative’ working: 
Peyton Jones suggests the idea, but allows Matthews to take it into her own hands, 
i.e. it becomes her task, and although the original decision for this contribution was 
by Peyton Jones, the actual content of the decision (how Matthew’s want’s to replace 
the cello) her choice. There is a division of labour here: Peyton Jones allows 
Matthews to re-address this and her ideas in her own time after their conversation.  
The structural influence this addition has on the work is that it will tailor (together) 
the subsections of A through what Peyton Jones calls a ‘shaped constant’: the part is 
a bass C pedal note, or drone. This has further impacts on the piece’s texture, where 
the underlying drone endeavours to ‘shape’ the texture through swells of the pedal 
note. Regarding her own thoughts when listening to a recording of work, Matthews 
says, ‘the cello is doing something lovely […] that cello needs fattening out, it’s 
lovely, it’s beautiful’ (APPENDIX L: Matthews, 2012). Electronically ‘fattening’ the 
sound positions the cello component as a prominent part within the overall 
texture/orchestration. It is evident that Peyton Jones imagines that the electronic 
cello will be clear amongst the texture of the acoustic instruments: ‘there’s quite a lot 
of […] the ‘cello, […] so very much you would be there. Kind of revealed I suppose’ 
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(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012). The developmental trajectory of this idea is 
followed through rehearsal and performance as TRAIL2. 
The third and final discussion on the transformation of ‘And The Days Are Long’ 
that arose from the co-composer discussion before rehearsal centres on another idea 
suggested by Peyton Jones at the start of their conversation. This surrounds the role 
of electronics as an interactive layer. He says, ‘I’m suggesting the electronics is there 
as a layer and is kind of interacting with the performers’ (APPENDIX L: Peyton 
Jones, 2012). Peyton Jones encourages the interaction of electronics specifically 
during section B of ‘And The Days Are Long’: 
it slows right down and becomes this gentle rocking that goes on for quite a 
long time […] After a while, this rocking motion comes in off these […] 
repeated triplets in the woodwind  and the keyboards, and the guitar starts 
swelling on […] he’s (Steve) got a harmoniser that takes the lowest note 
down to a C […] using a swell pedal […] he’s patting the strings and it […] 
swells out of the texture then subsides again […] so there is a kind of feeling 
of this pulse but then the guitar is kind of overlaying its own swelling over 
that which I imagine you would also be doing as well […] I’d like to make a 
bit more of that probably […] this is where you’re kind of paired with the 
guitar I think in this next bit […] And that’s where I think you could think 
about how you might shape what you do 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 311) 
The relationship here is, again, similar to the previous: somewhere between Taylor’s 
(2016) ‘hierarchical’ and ‘co-operative’ working. Peyton Jones is particularly clear 
with his ideas: Matthews can add to the texture of section B by using swelling 
electronics that interact and merge with the electric guitar. However, he allows 
Matthews to approach the shaping of this texture in her own way. She observes, ‘it’s 
quite soft, but really, because it’s very moving and it’s quite tender and the right kind 
of texture’ (APPENDIX L: Matthews 2012). The addition of voices in section B 
enables another interactive dimension which Peyton Jones encourages: 
the voices join […]  and it becomes very loud and insistent, and that will 
give you a chance then to bring your swelling up higher […] maybe 
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electronics come up, then goes down […] then guitar comes up […] So I 
imagine there will be quite a melding of the sound 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 314) 
 
The interaction of Matthews’s electronics with the ensemble in the transformation of 
texture in section B is referred to and followed through rehearsal and performance as 
TRAIL3. Figure 4.8 offers a visual representation of TRAILS 1-3 rehearsal mapped 
onto the original structural diagram presented at the end of 3.3.2 prior to rehearsal. 
 
 
Figure 4.8 Ideas (TRAILS 1 – 3) for electronics in ‘And The Days Are Long’ 
 
4.3 ‘The Valley’ 
4.3.1 Context 
‘The Valley’ is drawn from Peyton Jones’s musical theatre work Against Oblivion: 
Part 1. Written in 2007, it is an ending in its ‘articulation of death, memory, and 
what becomes of us after death’ (Peyton Jones, 2013a).  First performed as a theatre 
piece at Toynbee Studios Theatre, London 2007, the work is a collaboration between 
Peyton Jones (composer) and Emma Bernard (director), working with eight 
performers, three of which feature in Endings: Askew (vocals), Pappenheim 
(vocals), and Slater (trombone and vocals) (figure 4.9). 
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Figure 4.9 (left to right) Slater, Pappenheim and Askew performing Against 
Oblivion: Part 1 (2007). Photograph available at 
myspace.com/jeremypeytonjones  © Letitzia Petrucci. 
 
Similarly with ‘And The Days Are Long’, the lyrics are written by Peyton Jones. 
However this piece also uses statistical data, detailing figures of casualties of the 
Vietnam conflict, published by US National Archives and Records Administration 
(www.archives.gov) and from the ‘Fourth Year Conflict Related Statistics’ published 
by the Palestine Red Crescent Society (www.palestinercs.org) more specifically at 
http://archive.is/AxyEG: ‘using texts from the history of the 20th Century, its 
conflicts and its migrations, the piece focuses on the increasing reliance on 
forgetfulness to engender oblivion as a mechanism for psychological defence in an 
age of atrocity and brutality (Programme Notes) (The Barbican Centre, 2007). 
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Peyton Jones writes, ‘(performers) E and F (violin 1 and 2) start speaking straight 
away, reading lists of statistics, others join with lists, reading fast, trying to 
remember everything before it’s too late’ (The Barbican Centre, 2007). The use of 
spoken statistics is discussed further in the following sections, especially with 
regards to transforming the work (3.4.4). Additionally, the original theatre 
production includes the use of fans to create wind (figure 4.10):  
A gentle breeze disturbs the papers and as the wind gets stronger everyone 
starts to try and pin down the papers with stones. […] The wind downs the 
music. […] everything is blowing away. All (performers) (but one) get their 
coats, which flap in the wind, and they try to walk offstage against the wind. 
(The Barbican Centre, 2007) 
 
This use of wind is also discussed in more detail. with regards to Matthew’s 
transformation of the work through electronics. 
 
Figure 4.10 Wind in Against Oblivion: Part 1. Photograph available at 
myspace.com/jeremypeytonjones  © Letitzia Petrucci. 
 
‘Against Oblivion: Part 1’ was followed up by the premiere of ‘Against Oblivion: 
Part 2’ at the Tete a Tete Opera Festival, London 2009, as ‘the second part of an 
ongoing series of music theatre works […] exploring the importance of memory in 
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the face of the extreme of human experience’ (Peyton Jones, 2009). For ‘Part 2’ 
Peyton Jones collaborated with David Gale (librettist), continuing his composer-
performer relationship with Pappenheim from ‘Part 1’. Chan (piano), Charles 
Hayward (percussion) and Steve Smith (guitar), who perform in ‘Part 2’ also feature 
in Endings. Peyton Jones writes: 
Part 1, which was premiered in 2007, concerns the legacy of violence and 
conflict, whereas Part 2 concerns a more personal contemplation of our 
individual legacies with references to celebrity culture with its empty and 
vacuous extremes, alongside allusions to the genuinely creative and 
pioneering. The work is devised in collaboration with the writer David Gale 
and the performers and includes original material by the drummer Charles 
Hayward. 
  (Peyton Jones, 2013a) 
 
Against Oblivion: Part 2 is discussed in more detail in sections 3.10 and 3.11 with 
regards to the works ‘White Noise’ and ‘Will I Live Again?’. 
 
4.3.2 Form and Structure 
There are four core sections identifiable from the score (APPENDIX B): ‘Intro.’ (b.1 
– b.24); ‘A’ (b.25 – b.96); ‘B’ (b.97 – b.117); and ‘Outro.’ (b.118 – b.125 [-b.133 
with repeat]). The piece, most prominently the Intro, Outro, and Section A, revolve 
around an eight-bar keyboard (as French horns) phrase. The phrase, which is 
repeated three times in the Intro, is a repetition of two patterns, each repeating the 
same bar four times (Figure 4.11). (The last bar of the sequence often has a rhythmic 
displacement [*]). The second round of eight bars (Rehearsal Mark B) introduces the 
electric guitar, which although it revolves around the same chord progression, 
provides a polyrhythmic pattern displaced against the original motif.  The third and 
final round of eight bars of the introduction adds two sustained notes, one over the 
first four bars, and the next over the second. This continues through Section A. 
Section A (Rehearsal Mark D) comprises two subsections (Ai and Aii) that alternate 
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between five occurrences of Ai and four occurrences of Aii, thus: Ai; Aii; Ai; Aii; 
Ai; Aii; Ai; Aii; Ai. Subsection Ai concerns lyrical content that then exchanges with 
the sustained notes explicated in the Intro to form Aii. 
 
Figure 4.11 8-bar phrase (Keyboards [horns]) central to The Valley’s form. 
 
Section B continues with the accompanying rhythm of the eight-bar phrase, however 
in a different key, with new motivic structures (e.g. double quaver on the third 
crotchet beat of the bar, and pulsating quavers throughout in the strings), albeit still 
alongside sustained notes in the alto saxophone. This section is relatively short 
compared to the entirety of section A, and soon resolves back to the original key 
signature and motivic material of the introduction to form the Outro section: two 
repeats of the same eight-bar opening structure. Figure 4.12 illustrates this form. 
 
Figure 4.12 Form and Structure of ‘The Valley’ 
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4.3.3 Texture and Timbre 
The overall texture is characteristically contrapuntal. The alternating Ai – Aii 
sections create an elongated antiphonal texture: the sustained notes of the horns in 
Aii answer to the vocals of Ai. Although the held notes are often apparent in Ai as 
well as Aii, the removal of voices in Aii allows the sustained notes to preside 
melodically. As a whole, the texture of Section A increases in density throughout: 
the orchestration builds both through doubling of parts and adding rhythmic 
variations of the motifs to the instrumental arrangement. The Intro and Outro 
sections lack a melodic line (although the stepwise movement between the G, Ab 
and Bb as the top note of each chord creates some melodic variation). However the 
texture remains idiomatically homophonic. The eight-bar sequence is underlined 
both in these sections and in sections A and B with sustained notes in the bass, 
adding a form of drone/pedal note to the texture. 
 
4.3.4 Transformations 
The first idea discussed between Peyton Jones and Matthews regarding transforming 
‘The Valley’ concerns the spoken statistics that were an integral part of the theatrical 
performance Against Oblivion: Part 1. Peyton Jones states to Matthews that speech 
will not be used in its performance in Endings for two reasons. Firstly, regarding a 
logistical/practical demand, he explains there are simply not enough performers to 
‘do the singing and the speaking at the same time’ (APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 
2012). Secondly, Peyton Jones cannot imagine how the theatrical performance 
staging of Against Oblivion: Part I will map across onto a concert hall setting: 
I can’t see it out of the context that it was originally in you see – I can’t get 
that distance, […] The setting was a kind of bureaucratic system trying to 
cope with statistics about conflict and death […] they’re all statistics about 
casualties in conflict. […] In (the) performance they’re (performers) actually 
sitting at a long table and reading out statistics […] they were speaking into 
telephones (figure 4.13) 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 316) 
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Figure 4.13 Melanie Pappenheim performing statistics and use of phone in 
Against Oblivion: Part 1. Photograph available at 
myspace.com/jeremypeytonjones  © Letitzia Petrucci. 
 
Agreeing that this ‘kind of made sense in that context’ due to the theatrical staging of 
the work, and also that it would be too theatrical for a concert performance, 
Matthews simply suggests that the performers could just speak, negotiating with 
Peyton Jones for the inclusion of the spoken material. Matthews encourages the use 
of the spoken words: ‘they could just look down at the audience, with lists – it’s 
valuable sonic material – it’s music, (it’s part of the, you know…) (APPENDIX L: 
Matthews, 2012: 318). 
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Together, Peyton Jones and Matthews decide for the use of voices after further 
negotiation specifically on how they will exist within the work. This is very clearly 
collaborative working (Pollard, 2005; Hayden and Windsor, 2007; Taylor, 2016) : 
although the idea stems from Peyton Jones’s pre-existing theatrical version, he and 
and Matthews both contribute towards this task (how it might work with both 
acoustics and electronics) and the decision-making surrounding it (both collaborators 
argue a case either for or against the use of voices). Peyton Jones suggests Matthews 
adds recorded speech to the live acoustic voices, forming the basis of an idea to 
thicken the vocal texture: Matthews can create electronic patterns of speech within 
the texture, increasing its overall complexity. The recorded speech also affects the 
structure of the piece. Whereas in its previous setting spoken vocals alternated with 
sung vocals, the inclusion of the recorded speech element allows the spoken lines to 
continue in between the sung vocal lines. Structurally, this creates continuity 
between the sections: ‘when the singers are singing and the players are playing, your 
(Matthews’s) speech is taking over as it were’ (APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 
318). Peyton Jones suggests trying this out during rehearsal. The trial of this idea and 
its evolution is referred to and followed through rehearsal and performance as 
TRAIL4. 
Walter Murch writes: 
The clearest example of encoded sound is speech. The clearest example of 
embodied sound is music. […] most sound effects fall midway – they are half 
language, half music [in a traditional sense] since a sound effect usually 
refers to something specific […] – it is not as ‘pure’ a sound as music. […] 
the language of sound effects is more universally and immediately 
understood than any spoken language. 
(Murch, in Hugill, 2008: 69) 
 
‘The Valley’ brings together the first two of these elements: the encoded sound of 
speech and the embodied sound of music (singing). However, it also adds ‘sound 
effects’: this is the second idea that emerges from the conversation between Peyton 
Jones and Matthews concerning the role that the electronics might play during this 
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piece. It will create a context (a space or place) for the music to exist. The idea, 
prompted by Peyton Jones, adds to the texture of ‘The Valley’ by overpowering the 
acoustic volume: 
In the original piece […] we had pre-recorded wind sound – I’m imagining 
that you (Matthews) would fulfil that function (and) […] whatever sounds 
you’re building up would just eventually overwhelm and literally drown us 
(Regular Music II) out sound wise […] so that we’re still playing but you 
can’t hear us, and then we’ll just stop and you’ll be left there. 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 321) 
 
This idea is agreed upon between composers swiftly: Matthews likes this idea, and 
this is clearly ‘consultative’ working: both individuals contribute to the task, 
however it is Peyton Jones who makes the decisions. Peyton Jones controls the 
discussion, making his idea very clear: the entire texture of the ensemble will be 
superseded by an electronic texture that not only works by dynamically ‘drowning 
out’ the sound of the ensemble, but also by enforcing the aesthetic of wind as 
theatrical context. R. Murray Schafer categorizes wind as ‘natural sound’ (1977: 
139) under the subdivision of ‘air.’ Through his seminal typology of sounds, (six 
categories: Natural Sounds; Human Sounds; Sounds and Society; Mechanical 
Sounds; Quiet and Silence; and Sounds as Indicators) he writes: 
The wind, like the sea, possesses and infinite number of vocal variations. 
Both are broad-band sounds and within the breadth of their frequencies other 
sounds seem to be heard. […] Without objects in its path, the wind betrays no 
apparent movement. […] Trees give the best cues […] In the English 
countryside, the wind sets the leaves shimmering in diverse tonalities. 
(Schafer, 1977: 22 – 23) 
 
These sounds of wind (for uses of sounds of the sea or water see ‘Going Down’ in 
3.9.4) transform the timbre and texture of the ‘The Valley’. Whereas fans were used 
to create ‘real’ wind on-stage in the theatrical version (Against Oblivion: Part1) 
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adding wind sounds to ‘The Valley’ in Endings remains purely sonic. Thus, 
compared with Against Oblivion: Part 1, where the sounds, feelings (breezes) and 
sights (origin [fans] and impact [papers blowing]) are experienced, in Endings only 
the sounds of wind will be evident. Schafer says, 
The wind is an element that grasps the ears forcefully. The sensation is tactile 
as well as aural. How curious and almost supernatural it is to hear the wind in 
the distances without feeling it. 
(Schafer, 1977: 22) 
 
For Endings, Peyton Jones and Matthews collectively envision that the audience will 
sit and experience the sounds of wind but not experience the tangible presence of 
wind. The development of this idea is referred to and followed through rehearsal and 
performance as TRAIL5. 
 
A third idea concerns a structural transformation that is not only specific to ‘The 
Valley’, but has a wider application across the entire Endings programme. In the 
opening discussion between the composers, Peyton Jones expresses his vision that 
the electronics will ‘create links between the pieces’. He emphasizes this as 
experimental, encouraging the need to ‘kind of try out’ linking sections ‘before we 
(Peyton Jones and Matthews) know how that might work’ (APPENDIX L: Peyton 
Jones, 2012): 
I’m imaging the electronics will shape the trajectory - this is why I think the 
linking passages are quite important. […] My feeling is sometimes it would 
be building a texture and kind of rolling over to the next piece which then 
cuts in. Sometimes it would emerge from, sometimes it wouldn’t… it would 
be a completely clean start. 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 294) 
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The ‘clean start’ Peyton Jones discusses is a typical part of conventional concert 
performance: a piece of music followed by applause and silence, and a ‘clean start’ 
at the next piece in the programme. A ‘clean start’ is planned between ‘And The 
Days Are Long’ and ‘The Valley’. Discussing this with Matthews, Peyton Jones 
says, 
I’m imaging here there won’t be a linking passage [between ‘And The Days 
Are Long’ and ‘The Valley’] - you would come out [of the texture] as we 
(Regular Music II) come out as well. And the new piece [The Valley)] will 
emerge from this (silence) - We’ll have a clean start. 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 294) 
 
However, Peyton Jones does express the idea for a transition between ‘The Valley’ 
and the subsequent work (‘Stunde Null: Running’), and between many of the other 
works throughout the programme. The ordering of the works (macro-form) is crucial 
to the overall shape of Endings: 
The order of pieces […] is very important, and what I am trying to do with 
this is to create something a bit different from a normal concert. In other 
words you just go from piece to piece […] it’s a bit more than […]think[ing] 
what works best first and what works best second […] it’s kind of making a 
shape from piece to piece. And I’ve done it [ordered the compositions] purely 
intuitively – I haven’t really had a preconceived idea […] I’ve thought ‘what 
would work best next?’ , ‘what does it feel like it’s going to go in to?’ ,  and 
‘what will come out of what?’ 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 297)  
 
Regarding the transition between ‘The Valley’ and ‘Stunde Null: Running’ the 
conversation between the composers stems from listening to a recording of the work. 
Together Peyton Jones and Matthews discuss the timbres and textures that might 
build throughout the piece. Describing what existed in the theatre recording, 
Matthews says, ‘it (the current soundscape) sounds like traffic… or an aeroplane… it 
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sounds like a huge city… to me it’s like being in a huge city’ (APPENDIX L: 
Matthews, 2012). However Peyton Jones encourages a richer, more complex texture, 
than that of the recording: 
I’m imagining what you will be doing is something much richer… much 
more detailed than that… I imagine you could have a much more detailed 
sound than this… but city yes… roar of traffic… something overwhelming… 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 322) 
 
Although Schafer provides a category for these sounds (‘Sounds and Societies’ as 
‘City Soundscapes’), the rich soundscape Peyton Jones imagines can be formed from 
combinations of timbres and sounds in many of Schafer’s other categories. For 
example, the following sounds drawn from Schafer’s typology can be interwoven 
into the macro-timbre of a ‘cityscape’: 
 
I. NATURAL SOUNDS 
G. Sounds of Birds 
H. Sounds of Animals 
 
II. HUMAN SOUNDS 
A. Sounds of the Voice 
B. Sounds of the Body 
 
III. SOUNDS AND SOCIETIES 
D. Maritime Soundscapes 
G. Sounds of Factories and Offices 
K. Parks and Gardens 
 
IV. MECHANICAL SOUNDS 
E. Trains and Trolleys 
H. Construction and Demolition Equipment 
 
VI. SOUNDS AS INDICATORS 
A. Bells and Gongs 
 
 
 (Schafer, 1977) 
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Structurally, the individual sounds within the cityscape are micro-structures within a 
macro-form of an entire cityscape. Gradually combining microstructures will allow 
the texture to evolve and build to a ‘richer’ and ‘more detailed’ cityscape. In addition 
to the sounds of the city, Matthews suggests that the spoken voices could reappear 
here too, ‘completely crushed’ under the texture of the cityscape – an idea that 
Peyton Jones responds encouragingly to. Tailoring the end of ‘The Valley’ into the 
opening of ‘Stunde Null: Running’, creates a bridge between works, thus 
transforming the overall structure of the programme: one composition flows into the 
next via electronic transitions, something Peyton Jones terms ‘interludes’. For the 
interlude between ‘The Valley’ and ‘Stunde Null: Running’, Peyton Jones says 
‘there wouldn’t necessarily be a gap [silence] we would just come in (with Stunde 
Null: Running)…very loudly […] crashing in […] while your (Matthews’s) sound is 
still there’ (APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012a: 322). These interludes begin to 
form new transitional ‘non-thematic’ sections to a macro-form. Importantly, 
however, is that certainly with this interlude, the relationship between Matthews and 
Peyton Jones is not collaborative at all. In the context of Taylor’s framework (2016), 
this example sits between ‘hierarchical’ and ‘co-operative’ working. It is co-
operative, in that this is Matthews’s task – to provide the solo transitional interlude -, 
but that this idea specifically came from Peyton Jones’s decision, however it is 
hierarchical, in that it is still Matthews’s task, but it is, in part (and seemingly the 
most-part) her own choices/decisions on the timbres/sounds of the transition.  
The practice and transformation of a cityscape texture that overwhelms the ensemble 
at the end of the ‘The Valley’ and continuing until the entry of ‘Stunde Null: 
Running’ is referred to and followed through rehearsal and performance as TRAIL6. 
The three ideas (TRAILS 4 – 6) for ‘The Valley’ (including its transitional interlude 
into ‘Stunde Null: Running’) are illustrated in the figure below (Figure 4.14): they 
are mapped onto the original structural diagram of ‘The Valley’. 
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Figure 4.14 Form and Structure of ‘The Valley’ with Electronics and transition into 
‘Stunde Null: Running’ 
 
4.4 ‘Stunde Null: Running’ 
4.4.1  Context 
For Endings, ‘Stunde Null: Running’ is an adaption of material drawn from a 
musical theatre piece entitled The Zero Hour (2012) (aka Stunde Null). The 
production (Figure 4.15), by Imitating the Dog Theatre Co. (IDT), brought together 
Peyton Jones (composer) with writers and artistic directors Pete Brooks (University 
of the Arts, London), Andrew Quick (Lancaster University), video programmers 
Simon Wainwright and Andrew Crofts, and animator Adam Gregory.  
 
 
Figure 4.15 The Zero Hour. Photograph available at 
www.imitatingthedog.co.uk © ITD. 
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The production, first performed at the Platform Theatre, London, (January 2012),  
takes as its starting point the final moments of the Second World War in 
Berlin. […] The Zero Hour asks difficult questions about how we understand 
ourselves in relation to the times and the universe in which we find ourselves. 
It is a work which is overtly philosophical and we hope human. It is also 
unapologetically romantic and shot through the obsessions (sex, babies, 
death, WW2 and time travel) which are the hall marks of ITD’s narrative 
inventions. 
(Peyton Jones, 2012b) 
 
The Zero Hour has had further performances through 2012 and 2013 in Plymouth 
(2012), Bristol (2012), London (2012, 2013), Lancaster (2013), Warwick (2013) and 
Leeds (2013). Katie Beswick writes: 
The title [The Zero Hour] takes its name from the German phrase used to 
describe […] the moment the Germans surrendered to the Allies, bringing 
about the end of World War Two: Stunde Null. […] It was imaginative, 
slickly performed and important. I found it beautiful and compelling; 
particularly in terms of its form and staging. The symmetry of the 
composition and the muted use of colour were striking, as was the way in 
which the juxtaposition of live and recorded performance mediums called the 
role of the theatre into question. In fact, I would highly recommend it as 
essential viewing for anyone sure or unsure of the role of live performance in 
an increasingly technological world. 
(Beswick, 2013)  
 
The issues Beswick raises concerning ‘liveness’ / live performance, and the role of 
recording in performance are discussed further in Chapter 5: Performance, 
specifically regarding the performances of ‘Stunde Null: Running’ in Endings, where 
live acoustic material (Peyton Jones and RMII) and pre-recorded electronic material 
(Matthews) interact. Alfred Hickling echoes this hybrid of live and recorded 
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material: ‘[The Zero Hour is] Presented in ITD’s trademark synthesis of live and pre-
recorded action. ITD are multiplatform theatre of rare ambition and invention […] 
(and) technological virtuosity’ (Hickling, 2013). How the term ‘virtuosity’ is 
technologically embodied in Endings where The Zero Hours’s theatrical stage action 
is absent is also discussed in Chapter 5 with regards to Matthews’s performance 
practices with electronics. Concerning Peyton Jones’s original music, the composer 
says, 
[The Zero Hour] concerns a multi-layered approach to narrative and time. 
The piece required music which implied a sense of timelessness as well as a 
sense of time passing and re-passing, and so my approach was to articulate 
and differentiate between sections using pulse in a variety of ways. 
(Peyton Jones, 2013a) 
 
A CD (2013) of Peyton Jones’s soundtrack for The Zero Hour is available in 
Andrew Quick’s (ed.) Theatricalising Cinema: Imitating The Dog’s ‘The Zero Hour’ 
and ‘6 Degrees Below the Horizon’ (Live at LICA, Lancaster University). 
 
4.4.2 Form and Structure 
The form of ‘Stunde Null: Running’ is best identified as one entire structure (A). At 
only 32 bars in length at q = 135 tempo, it is a relatively short composition 
compared with the other works in the programme. The score (APPENDIX C) reveals 
16 repetitions of a two-bar phrase (Figure 4.16). This two-bar phrase is an alternation 
of two chords, continuously underlined by a rhythmic kit pattern. However, the 
continuous percussion also alternates: in one edition of the score the composer has 
provided a basic rhythmic pattern (Figure 4.17a), and in a second edition Peyton 
Jones has marked ‘toms – fast’ with subsequent repeat markings (Figure 4.17b) but 
no specific given rhythm. This suggests the percussionist will improvise 
rhythmically.  In The Zero Hour, the kit part performs a core rhythmic pattern on 
each of the first counts of the ensemble’s two-bar phrase (i.e. every odd bar). On the 
second bar of each two-bar phrase (i.e. every even bar) the percussion performs 
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various improvised rhythmic material. There is very little development of the two 
chords but, treated as motifs, there are some minor rhythmic adjustments (e.g. Figure 
4.18 - Dotted minim & crotchet rest into triplet minims in the piano), however the 
general form is static. This structure is illustrated in Figure 4.19. 
 
Figure 4.16 Repeated (16 times) two-bar phrase of two chords (b.1 – 2) 
 
 
  Figure 4.17 (a) Underlining rhythmic pattern (kit).  (b) ‘toms – fast’ 
indication suggesting improvised rhythms. 
 
Figure 3.18 Motivic (Rhythmic and Melodic) adjustments (b.17 – 18) 
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Figure 4.19 Form of ‘Stunde Null: Running’. 
4.4.3 Texture and Timbre 
The texture(s) of ‘Stunde Null: Running’ is (are) intrinsically linked to its structure, 
and vice versa. The overall texture is chordal, but the alternations between the two 
chords create an antiphonal (or call and response) texture. There is little or no 
development in the orchestration, so, similarly to its structure, the overall texture is 
static, yet consistently alternating. The first chord is arranged for keyboards, piano 
and kit, whilst the second chord is of a thicker orchestration, arranged for woodwind 
and brass, keyboards, piano, electric guitar, strings, and kit. 
 
4.4.4 Transformations 
During the pre-rehearsal conversation the composers discussed ideas regarding how 
Matthews’s electronics can contribute to ‘Stunde Null: Running’. Firstly, during the 
opening discussion, Peyton Jones encourages a level of interaction between the 
electronics and performers, specifically Charles Hayward (drums): 
I was going to talk to you and then talk to Charles about it after I’ve talked to 
you because I know you’ve worked with Charles before. I wanted to talk to 
you first about that [some interaction] - whether you thought that might work 
as well? 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 287) 
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A prior working relationship between Matthews and Hayward encourages Peyton 
Jones to suggest the possibility of them working interactively together within 
Endings. Knowing the way other performers work within an ensemble has further 
significance with improvised interactivity. Jazz musicologist Ingrid Monson talks of 
improvised interactivity between musicians with regards to creativity or ‘an aesthetic 
ideal’: 
On the one hand, the aesthetic of the music is centred on the inventiveness 
and uniqueness of the individual solo expression; on the other, climactic 
moments of musical expression require the cohesiveness and participation of 
the entire ensemble. In improvisational music […] the interaction between 
group and individual greatly effects the ultimate composition and 
development of the music 
(Monson, 1996: 66 – 67) 
 
Thus, it is envisioned that Hayward’s role on the drums will tackle the soloistic role 
Monson discusses. As cohesion between members is integral to musical aesthetics 
(Monson, 1996) the fact Matthews and Hayward have worked musically together 
prior to Endings is advantageous: it will facilitate creative interaction as a duo. 
Concerning Peyton Jones’s proposal of improvised interaction, Matthews responds ‘I 
think that could definitely work.’ (APPENDIX L: Matthews, 2012: 289) This is the 
basis of the first transformation: the improvised rhythmic structure of the drum part 
(outlined in the previous section) is the core material for Matthews to work and 
interact with: 
I am imagining Charles will really do something here […] do something 
quite frenetic… and then there is a drum break… […]I’m going to be talking 
to Charles about really doing what he wants there or thinking about what he 
might want to do there[…] and then therefore you (Matthews) might capture 
some of that sound and play with it somehow within Stunde Null. […] I don’t 
want it to be a very long […] it’s quite short and dramatic […] and 
disturbing. 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 324) 
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The suggestion that Matthews will ‘capture’ Hayward’s sound through live-sampling 
places emphasis on an improvised duo: both acoustic and electronic live-sampled 
percussive parts are interacting with each other. On developing this idea, Matthews 
says, 
I start to sample you, you’re suggesting here […] this a moment to have a bit 
of chaos I suppose. […] Arhythmic […] In as much as thinking if I was 
going to do something with his sound, it’s possible to shatter his [Hayward’s] 
drums […] I mean, actually use the drum sounds but replay [it] in ways that 
are all over the place. 
(APPENDIX L: Matthews, 2012: 324 – 323) 
 
Spatializing the drums by dispersing the samples around the auditorium through the 
speakers adds depth to the work. This also has impact on the structural architecture 
of the composition. Hugill writes, 
(Spatialization is) the artificial reproduction of the spatial characteristics of 
sound through loudspeakers. […] Structuring principles can derive from the 
musical content of the sounds themselves (e.g. original compositions within 
Endings) or they can be imposed upn them – a digital sound may have a 
spatial dimension […] this can become a structuring principle […] the spatial 
aspects become an active element within the composition rather than simple 
the way in which the piece is presented. 
(Hugill, 2008: 78; 106) (for further information see N. Barrett Spatio-musical 
composition strategies) 
 
Additionally, regarding ‘a moment of chaos’, Hugill talks of structure ‘to range from 
the highly ordered to the chaotic. Composers have explored both highly structured 
and highly chaotic approaches to organising sound’ (2008: 106; 95). Thus, the idea 
of improvising with Hayward’s drum patterns may impact upon structure both in a 
three-dimensional sense through spatialization and through a two-dimensial chaotic 
interaction between acoustic drums and electronic live-sample drums. A 
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transformation through spatialized live-sampled drums causes ‘Stunde Null: 
Running’ to co-exist both as ‘highly structured’ in one sense (acoustic) (as shown in 
3.5.2) and simultaneously as ‘highly chaotic’ in a second sense (via electronics). 
Peyton Jones encourages these ideas to such an extent that he suggests changing the 
original music to accommodate the idea and to allow the interaction to develop: ‘that 
would be good (regarding spatialization)… while we are kind of subsiding in volume 
[…] because all we’re doing is rocking between those two chords here […] I imagine 
I’ll kind of change this slightly to leave a little more room’ (APPENDIX L: Peyton 
Jones, 2012: 326). He does not explain exactly how he intends to leave ‘more room’ 
for the idea to develop, but does talk of improvised interaction between Matthews 
and Hayward earlier in conversation with regards to room (space) between the 
works, i.e. the transitional interludes between the compositions. He says: 
That would be great, to […] maybe use some interaction between you and 
Charles between set pieces in a kind of improvisatory way. […] Some of 
them [the pieces)] do [feature Charles Hayward], some of them certainly 
don’t. So that kind of gives more of a focus on him as well 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 289) 
 
Thus, the improvised interaction between Matthews and Hayward may exist both 
within a piece and between pieces. The interaction between Matthews and Hayward 
in ‘Stunde Null: Running’ may form the basis of a transitional interlude: the 
improvised interaction between drums (Hayward) and electronics (Matthews) 
continue. Concerning the role of drums/drummer in improvisation, Monson writes 
‘the drummer is generally considered the member of the band most underrated by the 
audience and least discussed in jazz historical and analytical literature’ (1996: 51). 
Although Endings is not jazz (stylistically), the idea of having ‘more room’ to ‘give 
more of a focus’ on drums as an interactive duo with electronics will allow the role 
of drums to become foregrounded at specific moments: 
From an interactive perspective […] the drum set represents a microcosm of 
all […] interactive processes. The drum set should not be viewed as 
providing an exclusively rhythmic function. […] They [drummers] are not 
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interested in timbre and tone merely as decorations for their primarily 
rhythmic functions […] – they see that rhythm, pitch contrast and timbre 
interact in interesting ways in building a performance. 
(Monson, 1996: 62) 
These timbral and rhythmic interactions are explored between Hayward and 
Matthews in Endings. The opening Tam Tam and Bells introduces timbral 
interaction between percussion and electronics (Hayward on tam tam), yet it may 
also be in the interludes such as at the ending of ‘Stunde Null: Running’ where 
timbral and rhythmic interactions are improvised, not only to ‘build performance’ 
but also to allow the role of the drummer to become foregrounded. Additionally the 
idea for interaction between drums and electronics places significance on 
Matthews’s role as an improvising co-performer. Hugill writes: 
For the digital musician to develop skills it is very important to engage in 
collective performance activities. […] Eye contact, visual cues, verbal and 
non-verbal communication during performance are all musically important. 
[…] Physical gestures do more than simply ensure synchronisation between 
performers. They are part of the social exchange. 
(Hugill, 2008: 120) 
 
How discourse (verbal and non-verbal/gestural communication) functions in 
rehearsing improvised structures between Hayward and Matthews in analysed in 
Chapter 5. How it manifests itself in performance is reveals in Chapter 6. The 
development of the duo between Matthews and Hayward in the transformation of the 
work is referred to and followed through rehearsal and performance as TRAIL7. 
 
Matthews suggests a second idea regarding developing ‘Stunde Null: Running’: 
‘another thing is that the electronics could actually mirror what the strings are doing 
[…] do it with them - then fatten it up to […] this really big thing. And then Charles 
is doing his stuff crazy over the top. I think that should happen actually (APPENDIX 
L: Matthews, 2012: 327). Wallace Berry (1987) refers to this as ‘density’: 
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the quantitative aspect of texture – the number of concurrent [occurring 
together] events [the thickness of the fabric] –  as well as the “compression” 
of events within a given intervallic space. 
(Berry, 1987: 184) 
At this stage it is unclear whether Matthews’s idea is to add to the pre-existing fabric 
of ‘Stunde Null: Running’, through ‘compression’ (i.e. adding new string parts at 
intervals/harmonies) or/and  rather through ‘concurrence’ by adding more of the 
same strings that already exist in Peyton Jones’s score. Despite this, Peyton Jones 
agrees with the idea, explaining how the acoustic strings work: 
Yes, because the two string players are going to be on that high [note] - that’s 
what they will be playing. [The] low strings [are] going to be keyboards and 
guitar. Yeah that could work easily […] Good. 
(Matthews and Peyton Jones, 2012a) 
 
Overall, throughout the discussion of ideas for ‘Stunde Null: Running’, Matthews 
has an increasingly strong input of ideas. The discussion between the composers here 
aligns to the collaborative models outlined in the review of literature (Pollard, 2005; 
Montiel-Overall, 2005; Hayden and Windsor, 2007; Taylor, 2016). The collaborators 
work together, on the same tasks, sharing ideas. 
The development of the idea concerning ‘fattening’ the texture of the acoustic strings 
(again through live-sampling) and how such a fattening of the ‘thickness of the 
fabric’ is to exist in terms of concurrent and compressive density is discovered, 
referred to and followed through rehearsal and performance as TRAIL8.  Both of 
these ideas (TRAIL7 and 8) are represented in the figure below (Figure 4.20) 
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Figure 4.20 ‘Stunde Null: Running’ Structure with two ideas for electronics. 
 
4.5 ‘So In America’ 
4.5.1  Context 
As with ‘The Valley,’ Peyton Jones’s ‘So In America’ is also drawn from his 2007 
musical theatre work Against Oblivion: Part 1. In Against Oblivion: Part 1, ‘So In 
America’ (part IX) directly precedes ‘The Valley’, the final part (part X) of the 
production (Peyton Jones, 2007).  ‘So In America’ is a musical setting of text: the 
ending of Jack Kerouac’s novel On The Road (1957): 
 
So in America where the sun goes down and I sit on the old broken-
down river pier watching the long, long skies over New Jersey and 
sense all that raw land that rolls in one unbelievable huge bulge over to 
the West Coast, and all that road going, and all the people dreaming in 
the immensity of it, and in Iowa I know by now the children must be 
crying in the land where they let the children cry, and tonight the 
stars’ll be out, and don’t you know that God is Pooh Bear? the evening 
star must be drooping and shedding her sparkler dims on the prairie, 
which is just before the coming of complete night that blesses the 
earth, darkens all rivers, cups the peaks and folds the final shore in, 
and nobody, nobody knows what’s going to happen to anybody 
besides the forlorn rags of growing old 
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 (Kerouac, 1957 – text on previous page [175]) 
 
Peyton Jones says, 
The final paragraph of On The Road, for example, is a wonderfully evocative 
description of the night falling across America, enveloping the entire 
continent from east to west as the setting sun rolls across the great plains ‘in 
one unbelievable huge bulge… and all that road going and all the people 
dreaming in the immensity of it’. It’s an immensely powerful evocation of 
place and landscape and […] its stream of consciousness style is entirely 
without punctuation, and so open to a variety of musical interpretations as to 
rhythm and meter. 
(Peyton Jones, 2012c) 
 
4.5.2 Form and Structure 
‘So In America’ (APPENDIX D) is through-composed, i.e. there are no repetitions 
of segments or internal structures. This is also evident through the lack of rehearsal 
marks: there are no clear substructures within. The text is syllabically set to the 
music: every syllable has its own beat within a bar. The text itself is set across 54 
bars where time signatures are frequently changing. Musicologist David Cope states, 
Discussing rhythm and meter inevitably leads to the division that 
distinguishes them: the bar line. With the increase in […] the complexity of 
rhythmic ideas and the emphasis on strong beat/weak beat form, the need for 
some organizing factor (bars) becomes apparent. […] Metric modulation can 
free melodic lines from the restraints of steady beats (Carter, 1955). […] At 
the same time, the bar lines continue to help performers and conductor to stay 
together. 
(Cope, 1997: 89) 
In ‘So In America’, Peyton Jones avoids strong beat/weak beat regularity in this 
way. Metric variation creates a continuous flow of melodic line. Thus, analysing the 
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composition by proportioning numbers of bars with time signature is one way of 
identifying its form. The table below shows the form of the work based around these 
time signatures: it is predominantly structured in 4/4 (57%), followed by 5/4 (13%), 
3/8 (11%), 3/4 (7%), 2/4 (6%), 6/4 (4%) and 5/8 (2%). 
Additionally, Figure 4.21 illustrates this lateral structure based on time signature. 
However, the vocal lines of ‘So In America’ are set upon sustained slowly changing 
chords. These chords are underlined by nine pedal notes in the bass keyboards (as 
synthesized strings). Harmonically, ‘So in America’ moves gradually. A harmonic 
structure can therefore be identified by segmenting sections of the composition based 
on the harmonic bass figure (in this instance a series of pedal notes). Musicologist 
Joseph Swain (2000) observes, 
Throughout the so-called common practice period […] music theorists, 
analysts and critics have pointed to the bass voice of a texture as the one that 
has the most effect of harmonic articulation and movement. […] The 
movement of a functional bass voice creates perceptions of changes in 
harmonic aspect. 
(Swain, 2000: 29) 
 
Table 4.2 Bar No.’s 1 – 54 of ‘So In America’ and their respective time signature. 
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It is these perceptions of changes in bass note within the harmonic framework of the 
composition that allow a structure based on bass harmony to be identified. Table 4.3 
details changes in pedal notes, which are additionally mapped onto the lateral 
diagram (Figure 4.21) of structure-by-time-signature.  
 
 
Bar Pedal Note 
1 - 15 Eb 
16 - 22 D 
23 - 27 C# 
28 - 32 C § 
33 - 34 F 
35 - 37 E 
38 - 42 A 
43 - 47 Eb 
48 - 54 D 
 
Table 4.3 Harmonic framework of ‘So In America’ based on pedal notes.  
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4.5.3 Texture and Timbre 
‘So In America’ is homophonic in texture. The voices (SATB) move rhythmically in 
time with each other around the slow progressive chords, underlined by the pedal 
notes/drones. The voices are interdependent, moving synchronously, relying on the 
other parts to build the harmonic framework of each separate chord. The syllabic 
setting of text reinforces this union between the voices: each vocal part sings the 
same text in time along the same rhythm. The texture remains continuous and 
consistent throughout. Despite all parts not beginning together, the increase to a full 
orchestration is quick. The synthesized strings (keyboards) enter at b.11, shortly 
followed by the voices on the second quaver beat of b.1. The violin, viola and 
marimba then enter at b.21. Although this overall orchestration of texture is 
consistent, the marimba tremolo entries differ, creating variation in texture. However 
as the composition moves forward these tremolos occur more often: by b.404 the 
marimba tremolo is sustained to the end of the piece as part of the drone (14 bars) 
whereas it begins the piece with occasional shorter tremolos (minims, dotted minims 
etc.) with multiple bars rest in between. 
 
4.5.4  Transformations 
The discussion between composers regarding the role of electronics in ‘So In 
America’ is brief. Firstly, Peyton Jones explains to Matthews that he envisions the 
opening chord to emerge from the preceding interlude: ‘there is a chord which 
introduces So In America just there, waiting for the singers to start… so that can 
emerge out of this […] that chord can emerge’ (APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 
327). It is however Matthews who explains her feelings with regards to adding 
electronics, explaining how she feels she can add creative layers: 
My feeling about this… this is suddenly really pretty. it’s really pretty it’s 
really moist and sparkly and it’s almost like suddenly we’re in the 
countryside and the grass is blowing, and there are trees and beautiful girls in 
long dresses singing a lovely song. […] I don’t know if you [Peyton Jones] 
want electronics in here or not but I was thinking a really high little tinkly 
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thing […] tinkly glitter sparkling to add a bit of sunshine glittering around up 
high in the ceiling […] something really kind of little. 
(APPENDIX L: Matthews, 2012: 328) 
 
It is not completely clear what types of sounds Matthews is thinking of here, 
however her inspiration seems to draw on the lyrics (Kerouac’s text) in addition to 
Peyton Jones’s musical setting: Matthews’s words ‘tinkly’, ‘sparkling’, ‘glittering’ 
‘sunshine’, ‘high’ are synonymously related to Kerouac’s ‘sun goes down’, ‘long 
skies’, ‘stars’, ‘sparkler dims’ and ‘night.’ The types of sound Matthews discusses 
could be sounds from an acoustic source that Matthews has pre-recorded, or they 
could be electronic digital sounds. Regarding a ‘tinkly glitter sparkling to add a bit of 
sunshine’ Schafer’s typology of sounds offer the sound of ‘summer’ under ‘Natural 
Sounds: Sounds of Seasons’ which would coincide with Matthews’s suggestion of 
adding sunshine. Nonetheless, at this stage it is unclear as to how this description is 
to sound, although Peyton Jones agrees with the concept. Additionally, Matthews 
asks about the link between ‘So In America’ to the next piece, ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1.’ 
The lack of drums in ‘So In America’ means an improvised interaction between 
Matthews and Hayward is unlikely, although Peyton Jones suggests that Matthews’s 
‘glitter’ can continue to form the basis of the interlude: ‘where you’re talking about 
the glittery, maybe the glittery is just left there by itself when we finish… and then 
we start the next piece’ (APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 328). 
Peyton Jones is happy for Matthews to decide on the types of sounds, but 
concentrates on the transitional role between the works: the glittery sounds will 
remain to form the interlude into ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1.’ Thus, here, the relationship 
between Peyton Jones and Matthews again seems to align with ‘consultative’ 
working (similar to a number of the previous examples), however, it is consultative 
in the opposite way: Peyton Jones and Matthews work on the same task regarding 
how the electronics will feature here, however it is Matthews who really decides 
what is happening, i.e. vice versa, Matthews consults Peyton Jones – it is her 
suggestion. The idea of a ‘glitter’ throughout supports the original through-
composed structure of the composition by being continuous. However this idea 
develops the texture by adding a creative layer higher in pitch above the ensemble. 
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With this idea continuing to form the basis of the interlude, the interlude acts as an 
extension of the electronics, and thus an extension of the original form. The 
development of this idea, (illustrated in Figure 4.22) is referred to and followed 
through rehearsal and performance as TRAIL9. 
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Figure 4.22 Form of ‘So In America’ with added ideas for electronics. 
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4.6 ‘Lulu Suite: Part I’ 
 4.6.1  Context 
‘Lulu Suite: Part I’ is a rewritten piece using material from a music theatre piece Lulu 
Unchained that Peyton Jones wrote in the 1980s in collaboration with director Pete 
Brooks and writer Kathy Acker (Peyton Jones, 2013a). For Endings, Peyton Jones has 
replaced the original text (taken from Alban Berg’s Lulu in the original German) with 
new texts from David Gale and Lord Byron’s poem She Walks In Beauty. Peyton 
Jones wanted to present the music for Endings with a text setting in English. The first 
text in ‘Lulu Suite: Part I’ is drawn from the male part and the second female part in 
David Gale’s libretto Will you not come back? (2009) in Peyton Jones’s Against 
Oblivion: Part 2 (2009). For ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’, Peyton Jones has set the text to two 
female vocal parts (originally set across three voices: one male and two female) and 
has made some slight variations to the libretto. These variations are illustrated in 
Table 3.4: the original text from Will you not come back? in the left column, and its 
version for ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’ juxtaposed in the right column.  
Although Will you not come back? features three voices, its orchestration for ‘Lulu 
Suite: Part 1’ is not strictly a change from three parts to two parts: the two voices in 
‘Lulu’ are only drawn from two of the voices (MAN 1 and WOMAN 2) in Will you 
not come back?. What is different, however, is the change from a male and female 
voice to two female voices. The impact of these changes on the composition is 
discussed in further detail later in light of Matthews’s electronics. It is important to 
note now, however, that due to Berg’s original German text for Lulu Unchained being 
replaced by Gale’s and Byron’s texts, the narrative about the character Lulu is lost for 
‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’ in Endings. 
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Table 4.4 Text used in Lulu Suite: Part 1
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The second text that features in Peyton Jones’s ‘Lulu Suite: Part I’ is George Gordon 
Byron’s She Walks In Beauty, written in 1814. The poem (below) was originally 
published in Byron’s Hebrew Melodies (1815) intended as text to be set to music: 
‘the subsequent poems were written at request of the author’s (Byron) friend, the 
Hon. D. Kinnaird, for a Selection of Hebrew Melodies, and have been published, 
with the music, arranged, by Mr Braham and Mr Nathan (Byron, 1815). 
  I. 
   She walks in beauty, like the night    
   Of cloudless climes and starry skies;    
   And all that’s best of dark and bright    
   Meet in her aspect and her eyes:    
   Thus mellow’d to that tender light    
   Which heaven to gaudy day denies 
     II. 
   One shade the more, one ray the less,    
   Had half impair’d the nameless grace   
   Which waves in every raven tress,    
   Or softly lightens o’er her face;    
   Where thoughts serenely sweet express   
   How pure, how dear their dwelling place. 
     III. 
   And on that cheek, and o’er that brow,   
   So soft, so calm, yet eloquent,    
   The smiles that win, the tins that glow,   
   But tell of days in goodness spent,    
   A mind at peace with all below,    
   A heart whose love is innocent! 
   (Byron, 1815) 
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The form of She Walks in Beauty is set across three stanzas of six lines each, with an 
ABABAB rhyme scheme. Thus, as identified by Michael Cummings (2008), its 
rhyme scheme is ABABAB; CDCDCD; EFEFEF. Cummings also identifies the 
poem’s meter as ‘predominantly’ set in iambic tetrameter, ‘a pattern in which a line 
has four pairs of unstressed and stress syllables – eight syllables in all: 
 She WALKS | in BEAU | ty, LIKE | the NIGHT   
 Of CLOUD | less CLIMES | and STAR | ry SKIES; 
 (Cummings, 2008) 
 
For ‘Lulu Suite: Part I’, Peyton Jones alters the original form of Byron’s poem set 
across two voices. Peyton Jones’s alterations read as below – the numbers in 
brackets (1 – 18) relate to where the lines originally existed in the poem: Voice 1 in 
red and Voice 2 in blue. 
Voice I 
[And] on that cheek and o’er that brow, (13) 
[So] soft so calm yet eloquent, (14) 
The smiles that win the tints that glow (15) 
But tell of days in goodness spent, (16) 
A mind at peace with all below, (17) 
The smiles that win the tints that glow, (15) 
The smiles that win the tints that glow, (15) 
The smiles that win [the tints that glow,] (15) 
[And] all that’s best of dark and bright (3) 
A mind at peace with all below (17) 
A mind at peace with all below (17) 
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A mind at peace with all below (17) 
A mind at peace with all below (17) 
A mind at peace with all below (17) 
She walks in beauty, like the night (1) 
Of cloudless climes and starry skies; (2) 
And all that’s best of dark and bright (3) 
Meet in her aspect and in her eyes: (4) 
Where thoughts serenely sweet express (11) 
How pure, how dear their dwelling place. (12) 
 
Voice 2 
The smiles that win, the tins that glow, (15) 
[And] on that cheek, and o’er that brow, (13) 
A heart whose love is innocent! (18) 
But tell of days in goodness spent, (16) 
But tell of days in [goodness spent,] (16) 
[Of] cloudless climes and starry skies; (2) 
[And] all that’s best of dark and bright (3) 
[A] heart whose love is innocent! (18) 
[A] heart whose love is innocent! (18) 
[A] heart whose love is innocent! (18) 
[A] heart whose love is innocent! (18) 
[A] heart whose love is innocent! (18) 
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[A] heart whose love [is innocent!] (18) 
One shade the more, one ray the less, (7) 
Had half [impair’d the nameless grace] (8) 
Had half impair’d the nameless grace (8) 
Which waves [in every raven tress,] (9) 
Which waves in every raven tress, (9) 
Or soft [lightens o’er her face;] (10) 
Or soft lightens o’er her face; (10) 
Where thoughts [serenely sweet express] (11) 
Where thoughts serenely sweet express (11) 
How pure, [how dear their dwelling place.] (12) 
How pure, how dear their dwelling place. (12) 
And on [that cheek, and o’er that brow,] (13) 
And on that cheek, and o’er that brow, (13) 
How pure, [how dear their dwelling place.] (12) 
How pure, how dear their dwelling place. (12) 
How pure, [how dear their dwelling place.] (12) 
 
Peyton Jones uses all of the lines of Byron’s poem with the exception of lines five 
and six from the first stanza: Thus mellow’d to that tender light (5); Which heaven to 
gaudy day denies (6). Peyton Jones often omits the first word (normally first 
syllable) from some of the lines (text), and in the final instances of the second voice 
setting, uses the first two words of lines (8) – (13) only, immediately followed by the 
complete line. Voices one and two are not always set exclusively from one another, 
i.e. frequently the voices (lines) overlap each other. This is shown in Figure 4.23 
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illustrating where each line of both voice 1 and voice 2 occur along a timeline from 
bar 22 to bar 132 (the only bars that feature text from Byron’s She Walks in Beauty). 
Due to the many overlaps between voices 1 and 2, the presentation of Byron’s poem 
in Peyton Jones’s ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’ offers moments where the voices both work 
together and also fight against each other. This is discussed further with examples in 
the following sections on structure and texture. However a complimentary yet 
contradictory theme is evident in the imagery of Byron’s poem. Amy Abram’s 
analysis (2002) of She Walks in Beauty identifies two opposing forces of imagery 
within the narrative: 
Lord Byron epitomizes the balance between two opposing forces […]: the 
darkness and the light at work in a woman’s beauty both internal and 
external.  […] Byron uses imagery through the visual sense that allows us to 
observe the symmetry between a woman’s beauty and the mixing of the 
darkness and light. […] Byron’s diction in this poem is quite metaphorical. 
“She walks in beauty, like the night / Of cloudless climes and starry skies” 
[…] The imagery he uses brings together two opposing forces, darkness and 
light which work […] together as one united force. […] This woman, as well 
as the night, contains opposite features within her. “And all that’s best of 
dark and bright / Meet in her aspect and her eyes”. The joining of these 
opposite forces can be associated with internal aspects of this woman. […] 
Byron has successfully convinced his readers that this woman is perfect. 
Even though the descriptions of this woman may have contradictory 
attributes, the overall portrayal of this woman implies that these attributes 
have created a perfect balance, 
(Abram, 2002) 
 
The theme of two contrasting yet complementing forces is discussed in more detail 
later with regards to Matthews’s role with electronics. 
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Figure 4.23 Occurrences of lines from Byron’s She Walks in Beauty set across voices 
1 and 2 through bars 22 – 132 of Peyton Jones’s Lulu Suite: Part 1 
 
4.6.2 Form and Structure 
Based on its score (APPENDIX E), the form of ‘Lulu Suite: Part I’ has four sections: 
A (b.1 – b.20); B (b.21 – b.82); C (b.83 – b.134); and a repetition of A (b.135 – 
b.158). These sections are evident through ‘thematic’ (melodic, and/or motivic, 
lyrical, rhythmic, harmonic, textural and timing and tempo) variances in the material.  
With regards to the texts outlined in the previous section, Lulu’s lyrical form is 
characteristically rondo (ABA). Bars 1 – 20 (A) feature David Gale’s libretto from 
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Against Oblivion: Part 1, which returns at bar 135 to the end (b. 158) forming the 
final section (C), sandwiching Byron’s She Walks in Beauty (B) between bars 21 and 
134. 
With regards to the music, the four sections (ABCA) can be divided into subsections 
as follows. 
The material in section A revolves around a one-bar motivic figure in the piano and 
keyboards (set to harpsichord and vibraphone) (figure 4.24). ‘Lulu’ opens with four 
repetitions of the motif: i.e. there is a four-bar introduction section. The treble and 
bass parts within the motif alternate: the overall pattern of the motif in a 12/8 bar in 
quavers is 5 + 5 + 2, but alternates between bass and treble as: bass1; treble4; bass1; 
treble 4; bass1; treble1. This is highlighted in figure 4.24. The introduction section is 
followed by a further 16 bars. The motif does occasionally develop (e.g. additive 
augmentation) acting as an accompaniment figure for the voices. This is illustrated in 
figure 4.25 (a 17/8 bar): a further five quaver beats are added. The vocal parts are not 
melodic in form, but alternatively work rhythmically, highlighting specific quaver 
beats within the bar on specific notes of the treble part of the motivic figure. This is 
contrasted by the bass clarinet which highlights the quaver beats in the bass of the 
motif with tenuto notes, as opposed to accenting the notes in the treble. The violin 
and viola both have similar parts: they accent specific beats within the motif. This is 
illustrated in figure 4.26. 
 
Figure 4.24 Two successive bars of the one-bar (12/8) motif in section A of ‘Lulu 
Suite: Part 1’ 
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Figure 4.25 Augmentation (12/8 to 17/8) of the motif 
 
 
Figure 4.26 Orchestration of the motif including voices and strings  
 
Section B (b.21 – 82) can be subdivided into eight further sections based on its 
motivic material. The 61 bars of section B can be segmented into the following 
substructures: B(a) (4 bars) + B(b) (8 bars) + B(a) (4bars) + B(b[variation i]) (12 
bars) + B(a) (4bars) + B(b[variation ii]) (8 bars) + B(a) (5 bars) + B(b[variation 
iii]) (17 bars). 
Subsection B(a) revolves around two motifs (each one bar in length) that alternate 
between piano (bass) and voices. 
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Subsection B(b) revolves around one motif – a stepwise descending semiquaver 
passage of four notes repeated four times in each bar. This motif develops in B(b)[i] 
where the pattern is elongated in a 5/4 time signature to groups of 6 + 4 + 6 + 4 
semiquavers. 
Subsection B(b)[ii] introduces short detached quaver vocals as melodic material . 
Subsection B(b)[iii] heavily builds on the vocals and motifs by developing the 
material into more complex variations of the original structures. 
Section C is best identified as a micro-rondo structure (a, b, a[i]) within the macro-
structure of the work. The motivic segments dictate the subsections. Subsection (a) 
(Rehearsal Mark D, bars 83 – 109) has one melodic line (a ‘freely’-marked, 
disjointed, intervallic solo vocal line) and two fundamental motifs. The first of these 
is a repeated scalic quaver pattern ascending stepwise in the treble piano, violin and 
viola parts, repeating for a number of bars. The second of these is a descending 
intervallic crotchet figure in octaves, appearing intermittently between the first motif 
for a single bar, or often slightly overlapping the first motif. The on-beat crotchets 
are set against other rhythms (e.g. crotchet triplets, semiquaver rhythms) in other 
parts as a polyrhythmic setting between the vocal lines. Subsection (b) (b.110 – 
b.115) is a short six bar section of staccato semiquaver chords set across a 2/4, 4/4, 
2/4, 4/4, 2/4, 4/4 time signature pattern. Each 2/4 bar remains the same, whereas 
each 4/4 bar adds an additional semiquaver to the opening semiquaver grouping. 
Finally, subsection (ai) (b.116 – b.134) is a variation on subsection (a). Although it 
remains at the same tempo ( q = 90), it feels twice as fast/double speed: the repeated 
scalic quaver motifs are now semiquavers. However, the second motif (descending 
intervallic figure) remains as crotchets. 
The final section is a repeat of the opening section (A). There are some minor 
variations (e.g. the cadential ending passage, and lyrical variation) but thematically 
the same material is used. Figure 4.27 illustrates this form. 
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Figure 4.27 Form of ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’ 
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4.6.3 Texture 
The texture of ‘Lulu’ is detailed in the table below (Table 4.5) in relation to each of the previously outlined structural subsections 
 
Table 3.5 Textures of ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’ 
Section Subsection Texture 
A Intro (4 bars) + 16 bars Vocals are alternating patterns extracted from the musical accompaniment. These highlighted notes 
create a disjointed texture, which is technically one part orchestrated across multiple voices. i.e. 
fragmented unison. 
 
B B(a) Melody (bass piano) & (vocals) and accompaniment. 
B(b) Increasingly moving towards contrapuntal (polyphonic) textures. 
 
B(b[variation i]) Contrapuntal complexities increase 
↓                                                    ↓ 
B(b[variation ii]) ↓                                                    ↓ 
   
B(b[variation iii]) ↓                                                    ↓ 
C C(a) Irregular, chaotic complexities of texture peak. 
 
C(b) Multiple parts in accented, punctuated unison. Most significantly, empty unison rest textures. 
 
C(a[i]) Ascending scalic antiphonal unisons between multiple parts. 
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4.6.4 Transformations 
When discussing ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’, Matthews explains to Peyton Jones that she 
feels this piece is different compared with the previous compositions: 
I’m immediately saying you know, where and what is Lulu because from 
what’s happened to that moment it feels quite different. I think this is where 
I’m suddenly saying, you know… where are we now… it’s so funny how 
that last song is so outside… [and] suddenly […] this is like […] we’re in a 
theatre or inside anyway […] or in a city […] I was feeling are we needing to 
contextualise this? Do we need to place it somewhere? 
(APPENDIX L: Matthews, 2012: 293) 
 
Peyton Jones explains that for this piece, he has no preconceived ideas for the 
electronics: 
I don’t have any ideas about what you might be doing in this, so you need to 
listen to it and think about what you might do - but then you don’t necessarily 
have to do anything. 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 330) 
 
Matthews then offers three initial ideas for development: 
As far as Lulu is concerned I feel there could be three different things that 
could happen… 
1. One is no electronics 
 
2. Two is… I’m kind of tempted to do something like […] have 
recordings of a city or something, that then actually goes 
somewhere […] so to just actually create, some place for this 
piece to exist in, I suppose. That’s another idea.  
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3. And then the other one is to do something - just add layers to 
what the instruments are doing in the lower register… 
They were my three feelings. 
(APPENDIX L: Matthews, 2012: 333) 
 
Responding positively, Peyton Jones says ‘the reason I wasn’t sure is because I’m 
very aware there isn’t much […] space in there for you’. This notion revolves around 
a textural dilemma, where the texture is already particularly dense and complex as 
illustrated in Table 3.5. Referring back to Wallace Berry’s text Structural Functions 
in Music (1987), he talks of density as a ‘quantitative’ measurement of texture. 
Before any addition of electronics, ‘Lulu Suite’ is already quantitatively dense. 
However Peyton Jones does like Matthews’s cityscape idea: ‘I’m intrigued by your 
idea of the sounds of the city’. Matthews explains further: 
generally I hadn’t expected to have this kind of thought at all. But I mean to 
actually use a sense of a place… and to actually do that, and to take the 
whole thing through on a journey from somewhere to somewhere. […] I 
really just thought […] this could be great […] because then there’s this 
moment when things start to run almost as if people are on a train or 
something when the piano is coming in with that running motif 
(APPENDIX L: Matthews, 2012: 333) 
 
Although ‘Lulu Suite’ already has a dense texture Peyton Jones encourages the idea 
to be tried out in rehearsal. As discussed with regards to ‘The Valley’ (3.4.4), a 
cityscape can be comprised of numerous combinations of timbres of sounds found in 
Schafer’s typology. Thus, because ‘Lulu’ is already dense in texture, the addition of 
a cityscape (another complex textural density of sounds) will create an increasingly 
busy texture: two very dense and complex sound worlds are brought together, both 
in their own right very ‘full’ textures. The cityscape also forms the basis of the 
transition into the next piece ‘Stunde Null: Time’. Discussed very briefly, Peyton 
Jones asks Matthews if she could create an interlude at this transition: 
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is there a linking thing that you do before Stunde Null Time comes  in? […] 
[In] the link between Lulu and Stunde Null [II] I imagine Charles would be 
doing something again there. […] [and] city sounds continue. 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 358) 
 
Matthews disagrees with Peyton Jones: she feels drums would not work with a 
cityscape here as a transitional interlude: ‘I think to be honest, if I’m going to being 
doing stuff with city sounds and all this kind of thing in Lulu […] I would say drums 
with that would not be good’ (APPENDIX L: Matthews, 2012: 358). The negotiation 
between Matthews and Peyton Jones illustrates Matthews’s creative role as a 
composer. This is reinforced by Peyton Jones saying ‘I deliberately haven’t 
mentioned this to Charles at all’, showing a consultative approach from Peyton Jones 
to Matthews as a co-composer before further discussions with the instrumentalists. 
This example is again aligns with the collaborative models of working, in that both 
individuals contribute equally to the task of deciding how the electronics will 
transform the work, and that the decision-making is shared. However, the difference 
is that the decision-making is not finalised in anyway. There is a strong sense of 
uncertainty between the collaborators in this example. This may suggest that there is 
more emphasis on Matthews to think further about how her electronics will work. 
This, combined with Peyton Jones being briefed with a number of her ideas, suggests 
Matthews will return to rehearsal with more developed ideas of her own, thus 
trending more towards Taylor’s ‘consultative’ working. The transformation of the 
idea of a cityscape in ‘Lulu’ and its continuance to form the basis of an interlude into 
‘Stunde Null: Time’ is referred to and followed through rehearsal and performance 
as TRAIL10. 
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34.7 ‘Stunde Null: Time’ 
4.7.1  Context 
As with ‘Stunde Null: Running’, ‘Stunde Null: Time’ is similarly drawn from ITD’s 
The Zero Hour (2012). In both the theatre production and the released soundtrack 
(2013) of The Zero Hour, ‘Time’ features immediately prior to ‘Running’, whereas 
for Endings ‘Running’ precedes (but not directly) ‘Time’.  
 
4.7.2 Form and Structure 
The form of ‘Stunde Null: Time’ (APPENDIX F) is constructed of three 
substructures, all of which have a continuous semiquaver pulse, and two of which 
are directly related, but vary with the addition of vocal parts. The structure is: A (b.1 
– b.28); Ai (b.29 – b.58); B (b.59 – b.66); A (b.67 – b.94); Aii (b.95 – b.124); B 
(b.125 – b.132). The first A acts as an elongated introduction, the second (Ai) is the 
same material with added sung vocals, and the third (Aii) is again the same material 
but with added spoken vocals. Subsection B enters after each round of A + Ai/ii. 
Section A and its Ai/Aii counterparts revolve around a harmonic structure framed 
around progressions of chords in C minor, moving to relative chords of the key (Ab 
(+7), F minor, G minor etc.). Section A is also structured around three motifs: the 
first (Motif A), a repeated pulsating semiquaver (Figure 4.28); the second (Motif B), 
an alternating semiquaver phrase moving stepwise between the tonic and either the 
supertonic (major second) or the mediant (minor third) (Figure 4.29); and the third 
(Motif C), a semibreve or minim high-pitched note in either the keyboards and/or the 
piano which is often preceded by a two-note leading motif on the third and fourth 
crotchet beats of a 4/4 bar in the piano (Figure 4.30). Section B, however, adopts 
only the first of these motifs, and has no harmonic progression, remaining as a 
pulsating chord on the tonic (C minor). Section B introduces a new motif – a 
woodblock crotchet pattern mimicking the sound of a ticking clock. Through both A 
and B there is very little motivic development creating a repetitive structure. The 
repeat of section A introduces some variation but does not significantly develop the 
music. Figure 4.31 illustrates this form. 
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Figure 4.28 Motif A Stunde Null: Time 
 
 
Figure 4.29 Motif B Stunde Null: Time 
 
 
Figure 4.30 Motif C Stunde Null: Time 
 
 
Figure 4.31 Form of Stunde Null: Time 
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4.7.3 Texture and Timbre 
The opening of ‘Stunde Null: Time’ is homophonic in texture. Many of the parts are 
rhythmically similar (semiquavers). However with the addition of vocals in Section 
A, the texture becomes polyphonic. There are seven identifiable parts: 
 
Each of these parts work both singularly and interactively with each other to develop 
the texture in A. Section B is a comparably thin in texture: there are four bars of 
woodblock and semiquaver monophonic line in electric guitar, followed by are 
repeat but with added bass clarinet on the same note (unison) with the guitar. Peyton 
Jones discusses ‘Stunde Null: Time’ as ‘layering’ of sounds (2013a). Figure 4.32 
illustrates the layers (orchestration) showing a visual correlation between structure 
and texture. 
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Figure 4.32 Texture of ‘Stunde Null: Time’ 
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4.7.4 Transformation(s) 
The discussion between Matthews and Peyton Jones concerning the role of 
electronics in ‘Stunde Null: Time’ is brief. Peyton Jones talks of two aspects in the 
work that he has yet to decide on for Endings. The first aspect concerns the length of 
the work: he suggests making the composition shorter. The second aspect concerns 
the arrangement (orchestration). Peyton Jones says that he has yet to ‘finish the 
arrangement’ for the RMII line up, however this leaves potential for Matthews to 
contribute to the texture: 
I’m not sure if we’re going to have much in the bass, so maybe you could do 
something in there, quite low as well. You feel you can do something with 
this? 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 337) 
 
Matthews responds ‘yeah definitely’ and this is where the discussion concerning 
transforming ‘Stunde Null: Time’ ends. Identifying a type of relationship here is not 
useful: one individual makes a suggestion and the other responds positively. It could 
be said that this is directive (Hayden and Windsor, 2007) or even consultative 
(Taylor, 2016), as Peyton Jones makes a direct comment, but only suggests it. 
However, in order to identify the relationship, more dialogue is required, which is 
absent in this clip. As discussed with regards to ‘So In America’, (referring to Swain 
about the role of the bass voice within a harmonic texture), the idea that Matthews 
could ‘do something quite low’ will either challenge or complement the harmonic 
structure of the work. There are no suggestions from either collaborator that 
Matthews should use pitched material within the key or harmonic framework of the 
original composition. Thus, the idea that Matthews could add bass may either 
complement the harmonies in consonance or create dissonance through unrelated 
harmonies or other sounds. The development of the role of electronics in ‘Stunde 
Null: Running’, especially with regards to adding bass to the texture is referred to 
and followed through rehearsal and performance as TRAIL11. There is no 
transitional interlude to follow ‘Stunde Null: Time’: this is the last piece before the 
interval. 
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4.8 Songs: ‘Going Down’, ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’ and ‘And Then He Asked
 Me’ 
4.8.1  Context 
The second half of Endings begins with a cycle of three songs: ‘Going Down’, 
‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’ and ‘And Then He Asked Me.’ ‘Going Down’ is a 
setting of a text by David Gale, written for the Lumiere & Son Theatre Company’s 
production Fifty-five Years of the Swallow and the Butterfly (1990), and first 
performed in the open air lido in Penzance, Cornwall, featuring Hillary Westlake. 
Regarding the work’s concept and performance, Westlake writes of it as ‘[a] site-
specific portrayal of man’s endless fascination with the sea.’ (Westlake, 2009). Both 
the role of the site/environment, and Westlake’s relationship and involvement with it 
are central to the work as process and as product. Regarding its site as 
‘unconventional’ (for the 1990s) in comparison to theatre’s historic indoor tradition, 
Alison Oddey writes, 
Breaking out of the confinement of spaces reflects what is happening in 
contemporary society, and in looking back to the 1990’s, companies such as 
Lumiere & Son […] were then recognized as seemingly daring and 
challenging in their experimentation with the cross-over fertilization of 
different art forms, producing a range of site-specific work in the outdoor, 
natural landscapes of non-theatre spaces. 
(Oddey, 2007: 8) 
 
Citing Fifty Five Years of the Swallow and the Butterfly as an example, Oddey 
writes, 
Lumiere and Son’s Fifty Five Years of the Swallow and the Butterfly (1990), 
a site specific-work situated in an outside swimming pool, located in 
Penzance, involved a collaborative devising process of different disciplines 
working together – the writer, technical director, musical composer – under 
one director or IOU, a collective of artists, who originally worked without a 
director before 1990, whose shows were put together in a filmic way, using 
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music to hold non-narrative sequences together. What interested me [was] the 
inscribed textual space of [the] pool, igniting a directional sense of what 
might be created and devised within those spaces The content […] was about 
the site, the inscribed texts, the weather, mood and atmosphere and the 
audience’s sense of the whole experience. 
(Oddey, 2007: 8) 
Both the role of the site in performance (how the site informs, shapes and is part of 
the performance) and also the relationship the individuals have with the site within 
the ‘collaborative devising process’ is significant. For Fifty Five Years of the 
Swallow and the Butterfly, Hillary Westlake’s relationship with the site and role as a 
collaborator with Gale and Peyton Jones are central to the work’s collaborative 
creation. Regarding Westlake’s involvement, Oddey writes (in an earlier text) 
(1996), 
The Jubilee swimming pool on the cliffs at Penzance in Cornwall was the 
stimulus for Lumiere & Son’s site-specific residential devised theatre project 
‘Fifty Five Years of the Swallow and the Butterfly’ (1990). […] Hillary 
Westlake […] describes the setting as an extra ordinary location. […] An 
enormous, difficult space that posed technical problems for sound and 
lighting, the Jubilee pool offered endless possibilities and ideas for 
experimental performance from a requiem for the pool to ideas of 
hydrophobia, ritualistic enactments of the movement of birds, and love 
poems to the sea set to music. 
(Oddey, 1996: 38) 
 
These themes of hydrophobia and ‘sea set to music’ informed the work of Gale (text) 
and Peyton Jones (music) in collaboration with Westlake. Oddey writes, 
[From this] Westlake constructed an outline scenario to be worked on further 
by her collaborative team of David Gale, Jeremy Peyton Jones, and Simon 
Corder to create the structural components of text, music, lighting projections 
and choreography. The initial idea of ‘fear of water’ came from the location, 
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and Westlake envisaged the content of the text as fiction with a ‘feel’ or 
reality, asking Gale to supply dialogue and song lyrics to support the theme 
of the curing of people who have a morbid fear of water. 
(Oddey, 1996: 38 – 39) 
 
Gale’s text reads: 
 
(Gale, 1989) 
 
Regarding Westlake’s idea for the music, Oddey writes, ‘Westlake wanted the music 
in ‘Fifty Five Years of the Swallow and the Butterfly’ to be associated with a chorus 
who moved and chanted throughout the piece, commenting on the progress of those 
suffering from hydrophobia’ (1994: 39) Thus, Peyton Jones’s music is composed to 
 
But I didn’t finish. What was I saying? Everything is roaring round the 
sun’s too sharp, too cruel. It beats me as I crest the waves. My family is 
waiting for me in the weeds. I’ll join them once things quieten down. Oh 
my lungs are light. What a day to drown, what a day to drown. Bubbles 
breaking in my eyes, it’s really not so bad, this dying. Just a gentle squeeze 
upon my breast, who would have thought the end would be so easy. I could 
get use to this, used to the green world far from the crowd. I really can’t go 
back, it’s all so noisy, so very, very bright, so very, very bright, so very, 
very bright. Next time I rise I won’t take the air, I’ll wave through my veil 
of silver. I don’t need that brilliant life. This is where I want to be dark 
green with my family, it’s different down here darling, don’t bother with 
those dusty things. I was on top of the world just a minute ago, but I didn’t 
finish what I was saying. 
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reflect the hydrophobic and drowning imagery in Gale’s text, where both Peyton 
Jones and Gale are influenced by the director’s (Westlake) vision. 
The role of director and his/her relationship with collaborators is also evident in the 
second song featuring in the opening cycle of the second half of Endings. ‘Alturas de 
Macchu Picchu’ was written by Peyton Jones for a music theatre production by 
director Pete Brooks entitled Sangre (1995). Sangre, (‘Blood’), is an Insomniac 
Productions work, performed in the UK at the Young Vic Theatre and at Teatro 
Bellavista in Chile. Brooks’s later involvement both with ITD and The Zero Hour 
and Peyton Jones illustrates longevity in collaborative relationships. The production 
was inspired by the poem ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’ by Chilean poet Pablo Neruda 
from the second canto ‘The Heights of Macchu Picchu’ (the site of an ancient Inca 
temple on a high plateau in the Andes in what is now Peru) in his tenth volume of 
poems Canto Generale (1950): 
Puse la frente entre las olas profundas, 
descendí como gota entre la paz sulfúrica, 
y, como un ciego, regresé al jazmín 
de la gastada primavera humana. 
Yo levanté las vendas del yodo, hundí las manos 
en los pobres dolores que mataban la muerte, 
y no encontré en la herida sino una racha fría 
que entraba por los vagos intersticios del alma. 
Que entraba por los vagos intersticios del alma. 
Alma. 
(Neruda, 1950) 
 
Returning to Peyton Jones’s musical setting of Neruda’s text, similarly with 
Westlake and Fifty Five Years of the Swallow and the Butterfly, Peyton Jones 
collaborated with an artistic director (Brooks). In Gabriella Giannachi’s and Mary 
Luckhursts’s interview with Brooks in On Directing: Interviews with Directors 
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(1999) Brooks reveals much about his work as a director, with specific reference to 
his work on Sangre: 
[In] Sangre [1995], which [was a] performance piece, I was interested in [its] 
workings in relation to the gaze of the audience. I was playing with illusion 
in a film sense; I have a theory that as soon as we see an image framed 
cinematically we immediately think we will be entertained. Before I even 
reach the rehearsal room I have developed close creative partnership with my 
designer. There are two designers who I’ve mainly worked with: Simon 
Vincenzi and Laura Hopkins. I develop the whole vocabulary of the piece 
with the designer and think about how the text, music, colours and staging 
work. I have a very strong sense of the language of a piece before I begin 
working with the actors. 
(Brooks, in Giannachi and Luckhurst [ed.], 1999: 1 – 2) 
 
In order to think about how text and music is important, developing a vocabulary and 
finding a language for a piece is important for Brooks. This idea is returned to 
throughout the thesis: Peyton Jones and Matthews (as collaborators) must find and/or 
develop a common language between their disciplines to communicate, understand, 
think about, negotiate and develop creative ideas together. 
The third song in the cycle, ‘And Then He Asked Me’, is piece composed by Peyton 
Jones for the wedding of David Gale and Deborah Levy in 1998. Where previous 
examples have illustrated a collaborative relationship between Peyton Jones as 
composer and David Gale as librettist, in this example Gale did not have a working 
role: he commissioned Peyton Jones specifically to write music to the text of the 
final lines of Molly Bloom’s soliloquy from James Joyce’s Ulysees (1922) as 
opposed to working with his own text(s). Peyton Jones’s music is a setting for two 
voices. In the De Le Warr Pavillion’s press release for Endings, Peyton Jones 
explains that this was his first instance of setting an ending of literature to music, an 
idea that encouraged him to set other endings of texts to music, 
I wrote the first ‘ending’ when I was asked to set Molly Bloom’s soliloquy 
[at the end of Joyce’s Ulysees] to music for the occasion of the wedding of 
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the writers Deborah Levy and David Gale in 1998. […] Since then several 
more ends of books have suggested themselves to me. Each book I have 
chosen has a final paragraph, which stands strongly in its own right without 
the listener necessarily having to know the whole story. I have also 
incorporated some of these in my on-going series of music theatre 
productions, Against Oblivion. 
(DLWP: Peyton Jones, 2012) 
Thus, one stimulus for the idea for Endings stems from Peyton Jones’s work on ‘And 
Then He Asked Me’. Additionally evident from Peyton Jones’s comments is that 
since 1998 he began to work with the endings of texts in his music theatre 
productions (Against Oblivion) as exemplified earlier with ‘So In America’ 
(Kerouac’s On The Road) (Part 1) and also in the subsequent section 3.10 on ‘White 
Noise’ (from Don DeLillo’s 1985 novel White Noise) (Part 2). A final important 
point from Peyton Jones’s comments concern narrative: he chooses endings of texts 
that can work or ‘stand strongly in [their] own right’ without the context of the 
storyline. Molly Bloom’s soliloquy reads, 
…and then I asked him with my eyes to ask again yes and then he asked me 
would I yes to say yes my mountain flower and first I put my arms around 
him yes and drew him down to me so he could feel my breasts all perfume 
yes and his heart was going like mad and yes I said yes I will Yes. 
(Joyce, 1922) 
 
Although the narrative of Ulysees is not clear from this final paragraph of text, it still 
communicates imagery for a listener. Peyton Jones says, ‘I hope I have captured 
some of Molly Bloom’s spirit and lust for life as she so fervently repeats ‘yes to say 
yes…and yes I said yes I will Yes’’ (DLWP: Peyton Jones, 2012). 
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4.8.2 Form and Structure  
‘Going Down’, (APPENDIX G) ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’ (APPENDIX H) and 
‘And Then He Asked Me’ (APPENDIX I) are all identifiable as songs, firstly by 
their ‘melody and accompaniment’ texture (see 3.9.3 below) and secondly by their 
strophic structural characteristics of form. ‘Going Down’ is structured as follows: 
Intro (b.1 – b.8); A (b.9 – b.38); bridge (b.39 – b.46); B (b.47 – b.55); Ai (b.56 – 
b.72); Outro. (b.73 – b.79). With regards to motivic structure, the melodic line in the 
voice in Section A is static, remaining at a single pitch (Bb). The melodic line at the 
bridge between sections A and B replaces the static resonance of the voice with a 
moving melodic solo between violin and trombone. The voice at Section B begins to 
move stepwise, but it is not until section Ai where the melodic material develops 
with increasing momentum (e.g. descending scalic quaver passages). ‘Alturas de 
Macchu Picchu’ also has repetition of a quasi-chorus A section, structured as: Intro 
(b.1 – b.2); A (b.3 – b.17); A (b.18 – b.32); A-extension/Outro (b.33 – b.41). Each A 
section can be divided into two subsections as follows based on melodic material: Ai 
(b.3 – b.10 and b.18 – b.25) and Aii (b.11 – b.17 and b.26 – b.32). ‘And Then He 
Asked Me’ is structured as a four-bar introduction followed by a variation on a 
ternary form A (b.5 – b.23) B (b.24 – b.48) A (b.49 – b.68), where A can be 
considered as verse-form and B as chorus-form.  Section B can be further divided 
into Bi (b.24 – b.41) and Bii (b.42 – b.48) where Bi holds the melodic vocal line and 
Bii replaces this with a melodic solo (viola) whilst the vocals provide a counter-
motif in the form of a single crotchet beat. The structures of the three songs are 
illustrates in the following figures (Figure 4.33 – 4.35) respectively. 
 
 
Figure 4.33 Form of ‘Going Down’ 
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Figure 4.34 Form of ‘Alturas De Macchu Picchu’ 
 
 
 
Figure 4.35 Form of ‘And Then He Asked Me’ 
 
4.8.3 Texture 
Although ‘Going Down’ is a song with a clear vocal line and accompaniment, the 
vocal line is static (in pitch) up until bar 64 of 79, resting on (Bb). It is only at bar 65 
where the melody adjusts its pitch (stepwise). These stepwise descending passages 
are mirrored in the instrumentals, e.g. trombone, piano, strings etc. The chordal 
accompaniment is clear throughout in the guitar and piano parts. The chordal 
accompaniment in ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’ is more complex than that of ‘Going 
Down’. The melodic line (in two vocal parts) presides over a piano LH-on-beat / 
RH-off-beat accompaniment, however the remainder of the ensemble has motivic 
flourishes (often in semiquavers) that add depth and variation to the texture. These 
tend to develop rhythmically throughout, creating a gradual build-up of texture. With 
these additions, the texture becomes polyphonic, however the melodic vocal line 
leads the music and its structure(s). ‘And Then He Asked Me’ also has a clear 
melodic line in two vocal parts and a clear chordal accompaniment in the piano and 
strings in section A. Section B is slightly different: the vocal parts become 
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countermelodies to a violin and viola semiquaver arpeggiated solo line, adding 
variation to the texture. 
 
4.8.4 Transformations 
Beginning with ‘Going Down’, Peyton Jones and Matthews listen to a recording of 
the work and discuss potential ideas for the electronics. Peyton Jones says: 
I’m not sure what we can do here. This is why I think you need to listen and 
think about what you might do and then think about possible links between 
them. Each one’s [song] not longer than four or five minutes. 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 338) 
However towards the end of ‘Going Down’ Peyton Jones suggests that the 
electronics should be ‘high’ in the texture: they should not interfere with the pitch of 
the voice. Before this moment, Matthews says ‘I’m hearing a kind of spiralling, 
lifting surge of something it’s coming up. Up until that point I’d say no electronics - 
it’s such a beautiful song just as it is’ (APPENDIX L: Matthews, 2012). Matthews 
makes the sounds of bubbles, gesturing these rising upwards (this is in line with 
Schafer’s natural soundworld (‘Sounds of Water’, including ‘Oceans, Seas and 
Lakes, Rivers and Brooks, Rain, Ice and Snow, Steam, Fountains’) (Schafer, 1994: 
139). This highlights a literal take on the song’s narrative: the notion of drowning 
and bubbles of air rising to the surface. The ‘Sounds of Water’ are only implied to 
play a role in the work’s transformation. Peyton Jones agrees with both the idea of 
no electronics until towards the end of the song and the idea of ascending spirals of 
sounds: 
Maybe there is something that spirals up, and then when we do that final 
phrase […] there’s something there that’s in the air. And it’s there that you 
then create that linking passage – something a bit like kind of radio 
interference almost static, that kind of stuff, sort of swirling around.  
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 339) 
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The types of sounds Peyton Jones mentions (radio interference, static) do not exist in 
the typology Schafer offers, perhaps because Schafer categorizes sounds from the 
acoustic environment only. He does offer the sounds of ‘radio and television’ under 
‘Sounds of Society: Sounds of Entertainments,’ but it is the static interference that 
Peyton Jones requires: the sounds Peyton Jones discusses are more closely related to 
electronic sounds than electroacoustic sounds. (Matthews later refers to these 
potential sounds as ‘static-y ‘electric’ stuff’). Such interferences and static sounds 
are one definition of what Schafer terms ‘noise.’ Schafer firstly defines noise to be 
‘unwanted sound’, but secondly (alternatively) as: 
Disturbance in any signalling system. In electronics and engineering, noise 
refers to any disturbances which do no representing part of signal, such as 
static on a telephone or snow on a television screen. 
(Schafer, 1994: 182) 
The static/disturbances Schafer defines as noise are the types of sound Peyton Jones 
describes – ‘static sounds and interferences’. Such sounds, including the visual 
counterpart as well as ‘snow’ are often referred to as ‘white noise.’ Hugill writes, 
‘noise (is) a technical term referring to signal without meaning, or in audio, sound 
without pitch. ‘White’ noise sounds like the ‘whoosh’ of the sea (although without 
its fluctuations) (Hugill, 2008: 44). Thus, the description of white noise (the static 
interferences Peyton Jones discusses) as ‘sound(ing) like the ‘whoosh’ of the sea’ 
has direct connections with the ‘sounds of water’ previously discussed – ‘sounds of 
the sea.’ The connection between the sounds of water (within the narrative of 
drowning) with static interferences is possible in the connection between the ending 
of ‘Going Down’ and the ‘noisy’ interlude into the next composition ‘Alturas de 
Macchu Picchu’.  
Discussing this transition Peyton Jones suggests that ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’ 
could emerge from that sound (the static interference) which could then continue: 
And out of it (the electronics) comes this sort of swirling thing as well 
(opening of Alturas de Macchu Picchu) (and it) could […] continue. (It)  
could easily be there still […] something quite busy. 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 342) 
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Agreeing with Peyton Jones’s suggestions, Matthews explains her own ideas: 
it feels […]  that up until this point the electronics are actually really kind of 
played with, and added to what’s happening. And now it feels like it’s doing 
[…] another thing… it’s actually creating something that is there rather than 
playing with [the sounds], just in terms of a sense rather than [creating] an 
accompaniment or a layer it’s creating a ‘place’ that will […]  produce this 
particular feeling. So essentially not lyrical and not pretty and glittery, but 
digital and static and electrical. A context - that’s what I feel about it. It’s 
actually putting a lid on it. 
(APPENDIX L: Matthews, 2012: 342) 
 
Regarding the transition from ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’ into the next song ‘And 
Then He Asked Me’ Matthews offers some new suggestions for the types sounds 
that could be used: 
at the end of that… an electronics linking section could be something 
completely different to like… so that static-y stuff electric… stops… and I 
don’t know what the sound is because I’m not sure but I’m suddenly thinking 
something  completely different like a bell, or a dong, or a really other sound. 
So it’s a stop, and it’s like the link is like an introduction actually.  
(APPENDIX L: Matthews, 2012: 343) 
 
Peyton Jones and Matthews agree that the electronics will not feature during ‘And 
Then He Asked Me’. Peyton Jones does however suggest that Matthews can 
reappear towards the end of the song as a transition into the next piece. The 
electronics will build on the previous interlude: 
I imagine, you’ve established something in the previous gap (transition 
between ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’ and ‘And Then He Asked Me’) - 
you’ve established something in the previous gap, something happens - you 
do something. I imagine now (between ‘And Then He Asked Me’ and the 
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next piece ‘White Noise’) you continue with that idea so that there’s a link 
there, because I can’t quite imagine what you would do during that song 
(‘And Then He Asked Me’) which we’ve just heard - I think that one is no 
electronics. 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 345) 
 
The discussion between Peyton Jones and Matthews across the three songs is very 
much collaborative: tasks and ideas are shared, and there is an increasing level of 
intimate dialogue (Roache, 2012) between the collaborators as they become more 
comfortable around each other and making suggestions. The flow of electronics and 
interludes in relation to the cycle of songs is illustrated in the figure 4.36. This 
creates an antiphonal structure, where electronics and acoustics alternate. The 
development of the role of electronics through this sequence of songs is referred to 
and followed through rehearsal and performance as TRAIL12. 
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Figure 4.36 Three Songs and Electronics
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4.9 ‘White Noise’ 
4.9.1  Context 
‘White Noise’ is extracted from Peyton Jones’s Against Oblivion: Part 2 (2009), on 
which he collaborated with Gale. However, the text for ‘White Noise’ is not Gale’s, 
but is instead drawn from the closing sentences of Don DeLillo’s postmodernist 
novel White Noise (1985). In Against Oblivion: Part 2, Peyton Jones sets the same 
text twice: firstly for a solo female voice, and secondly for all performers. Prior to 
the musical setting, the solo female voice reads Gale’s text ‘[…] now dear, it’s time 
for the end’ (Gale, 2009). DeLillo enters:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 (DeLillo, 1985; Peyton Jones, 2009)  
WOMAN: But in the end it doesn’t matter what they see or think 
they see. The terminals are equipped with holographic scanners, 
which decode the binary secret of every item, infallibly. This is the 
language of waves and radiation, or how the dead speak to the living. 
And this is where we wait together regardless of age, our carts stocked 
with brightly coloured goods. A slowly moving line, satisfying, giving 
us time to glance at the tabloids in the racks. Everything we need that 
is not food or love is here in the tabloid racks. The tales of the 
supernatural or the extraterrestrial. The miracle vitamins, the cures for 
cancer the remedies for obesity. The cults of the famous and the dead. 
ALL: But in the end it doesn’t matter what they see or think they see. 
The terminals are equipped with holographic scanners, which decode 
the binary secret of every item, infallibly. This is the language of 
waves and radiation, or how the dead speak to the living. And this is 
where we wait together regardless of age, our carts stocked with 
brightly coloured goods. A slowly moving line, satisfying, giving us 
time to glance at the tabloids in the racks. Everything we need that is 
not food or love is here in the tabloid racks. The tales of the 
supernatural or the extraterrestrial. The miracle vitamins, the cures for 
cancer the remedies for obesity. The cults of the famous and the dead. 
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Discussing the imagery and setting the text to music, Peyton Jones says, 
What DeLillo seems to be doing in this passage is fuse[ing] the mundane and 
very ordinary – [shoppers trying to find their way around the rearranged 
aisles of their supermarket] with a profound sense of an elegiac search for 
deeper truths and meanings about life and death. The book is a social comedy 
about death that is at once funny, sharply satirical and deeply serious. I find 
this kind of poetic observational prose perfect for setting to music- it requires 
no knowledge of the story or indeed any of the rest of the book – and by 
isolating this final passage I’ve tried to emphasise the wider meanings and 
implications of the text. 
(Peyton Jones, 2013a) 
 
Similarly with ‘Going Down’ (although not an ending of a text), the imagery in 
DeLillo’s White Noise portrays an ending: 
There is no connecting theme in the endings that I chose to set to music for 
this work (Endings) except perhaps the idea of ‘ending’ itself. Don DeLillo at 
the end of his satirical tour de force White Noise, brilliantly uses waiting in 
the supermarket queue as a metaphor for a powerful sense of our own 
mortality and fear of death. Several of the settings are about our legacy and 
what we leave behind when we die. 
(DLWP: Peyton Jones, 2012) 
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4.9.2  Form and Structure 
‘White Noise’ (APPENDIX J) is in ternary form (Figure 4.37), however section B is 
particularly short (six bars) compared to the encasing A sections (first A = 50 bars, 
second A = 49 bars). Thus White Noise is best described as a song with a repetition 
of one section (A) with a short non-vocal solo section in between (B). 
 
 
 
Figure 4.37 Form of ‘White Noise’ 
4.9.3 Texture 
The orchestration for ‘White Noise’ is considerably smaller compared to the other 
works within Endings. It is arranged for a single vocal line, electric guitar, piano and 
percussion. Similarly to the three previous songs, texturally this work is again a 
melody and accompaniment. It is, however, far less complex than ‘Altruas de 
Macchu Picchu’, for example. The melodic line moves in intervals whilst the electric 
guitar and piano provide a chordal accompaniment. However from bar 22, the right 
hand piano has a melodic line in the same rhythm as the vocal line, providing a 
homophonic harmonic relationship between vocal melody and piano sub-melody. 
The texture is particularly sparse throughout. This allows textural space for 
Matthew’s to work with. 
 
4.9.4 Transformations 
On the possible role of electronics in ‘White Noise’, Peyton Jones says, 
Do you remember in ‘Macchu Picchu’ we had this idea of [gestures] stuff in the 
ethos? I imagine here it might come back, I don’t know what you think? The 
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focus here is entirely on melody, but it could be there [gestures above/behind]. 
It’s quite important that the words are heard here 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 346) 
 
The idea Peyton Jones proposes concerns a return of the types of sound previously 
present in ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’. These were the sounds of radio interferences 
and static sounds (3.9.4): signal interruptions as noise and ‘white’ noise specifically. 
This is relevant to the narrative and context of the work, especially c the song’s title 
‘White Noise’. However Peyton Jones is particularly clear on the placement of this 
sound, gesturing where the electronics are to be positioned, and the significant that 
they do not interfere with the melodic line: the lyrical content must retain complete 
clarity for the audience. Firstly, Peyton Jones suggests that the electronics should not 
overpower the music texturally (this could also include dynamically). Secondly the 
electronics should not be pitched so that they adjust nor interfere with the melodic 
line. Hugill writes that ‘noise’ is the ‘opposite of pitch; in that it is a ‘sound without 
pitch’ (2008: 44), thus, the idea of noise would work well as it would not interfere 
with the melodic pitches: the composite of noise has no specific pitch. Matthews 
agrees with the idea, explaining her intentions: 
I will actually do something with machine sound. When I say machine sound 
I mean like the sound of coding and stuff - but have it up here [gestures] - no 
interfering - out of the way. 
(APPENDIX L: Matthews, 2012: 346) 
 
Schafer offers an entire subsection on ‘Mechanical Sounds’ to machines, however 
these are machines within the soundscape, i.e. acoustic. It is unclear if Matthews 
intends to record the sounds of machines as an acoustic source and modify them in 
performance (electroacoustic) or instead use the electronic signals from machines as 
sounds in performance. What is clear however, is that Matthews acknowledges the 
importance of not interfering texturally, dynamically or melodically with the 
composition, saying the electronics will be ‘out of the way’. Peyton Jones is 
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directive (Hayden and Windsor, 2007) about the electronics here, however he is 
consultative with regards to what Matthews does: he is clear what he does not want, 
but allows Matthews to work freely outside of his direction. How the role of 
electronics develop in ‘White Noise’, is referred to and followed through rehearsal 
and performance as TRAIL13. Figure 4.38 illustrates these initial ideas. 
 
 
Figure 4.38 Electronic ideas in ‘White Noise’ 
 
4.10 ‘Will I Live Again?’ 
4.10.1  Context 
‘Will I Live Again?’ is the final work in the Endings programme. Similarly to 
‘White Noise’, ‘Will I Live Again?’ is drawn from Peyton Jones’s Against Oblivion: 
Part 2 (2009). The music is set to Gale’s text Will I Live Again (2009), the finale of 
the theatre show: 
Will you not come back? Will you not come round?   
 Will you not come by? Will you not come in? 
Will I live again? Is there an again?     
 Will you not pass by? Are you coming round? 
Is there an again? Will you not pass by?    
 Are you coming round? Are you coming back? 
Are you coming in? Is that me I see?     
 Didn’t I do well? 
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There I am again That’s me over there    
 I can see from here I'll be seeing me 
I am not forgot I am not all there     
 Is that me I see? 
Am I in your eye? Am I in your mind?    
 There I am again That’s me over there 
Will you not come back? Will you not come round?   
 Will you not come by? Will you not come in? 
Will I live again? Is there an again?     
 Will you not pass by? Are you coming round? 
Will I live again? Will I live again?     
 Will I live again? Will I live again?     
 Will I live? 
Will I live again? Will I live again?     
 Will I live again? Will I live again?     
 Will I live? 
 (Gale, 2009) 
 
The text is similar in both structure and content to Gale’s Will You Not Come Back? 
(2009) which features earlier in Against Oblivion: Part 2. In a number of places, the 
libretto Will I Live Again? shares identical lines with Will You Not Come Back? In 
Endings, where Peyton Jones replaces Alban Berg’s German lyrics in ‘Lulu Suite: 
Part 1’ with text from Gale’s Will You Not Come Back? there is some 
repetition/crossover of similar lyrics. ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’ borrows material from the 
male and second female voice from Will You Not Come Back? whilst ‘Will I Live 
Again’ uses the text from Will I Live Again? which shares identical lines with the 
first female voice and similar lyrics to the second female voice in Will You Not Come 
Back?. These multiple cross-references of material are illustrated in Table 4.6. 
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Table 4.6 Cross-references of text throughout Endings (2012) 
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Thus, across the programme, two pieces each have been extracted from three of 
Peyton Jones’s theatre productions: Against Oblivion: Part 1 (‘The Valley’ and ‘So 
In America’), Against Oblivion: Part 2 (‘White Noise’ and ‘Will I Live Again?’), 
and The Zero Hour (‘Stunde Null: Running’ and ‘Stunde Null: Time’). 
 
4.10.2 Form and Structure 
‘Will I live Again?’ is based around a triplet motivic structure (Figure 4.39) that 
alternates been voices and electric guitar. Both voice and electronic guitar have ten 
repetitions of the segment, alternating once each between occurrences one and eight. 
Occurrences nine and ten (both voices and electric guitar) are simultaneous. After 
the tenth occurrence the material is repeated from bar 28 which precedes the fourth 
occurrence. Thus, the pattern is as follows: 
Voice1; Guitar1; Voice2; Guitar2, Voice3; Guitar3; Voice4; Guitar4; Voice5; 
Guitar5; Voice6; Guitar6; Voice7; Guitar 7; Voice8; Guitar8; 
Voice&Guitar9; Voice&Guitar10; Voice4(11); Guitar4(11); Voice5(12); 
Guitar5(12); Voice6(13); Guitar6(13); Voice7(14); Guitar7(14); Voice8(15); 
Guitar8(15); Voice&Guitar9(16); Voice&Guitar10(17); 
 
The nine bars preceding Voice1 function as an introduction/opening: the material in 
this section forms the basis of the accompaniment. This structure is illustrated in 
figure 4.40. The triplet figure has a direct motivic reference to the triplet motif in 
‘And The Days Are Long’. Both motifs are a setting of text to a repeated triplet 
figure on the same note. This ‘return’ to material that features at the beginning of 
Endings is a theme returned to through the developmental TRAIL(s) of ‘Will I Live 
Again?’ 
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Figure 4.39 Triplet motif in ‘Will I Live Again?’ 
 
 
 
4.40 Structure of ‘Will I Live Again?’ 
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4.10.3 Texture and Timbre 
Overall the texture of ‘Will I Live Again?’ is polyphonic. The triplet motif is crossed 
with a quaver arpeggiated figure in the RH piano, creating a polyrhythmic texture. 
These are underlined with sustained strings and synthesizers. The triplet motif, either 
in the vocal part of electric guitar part, is not particularly melodic, but is instead part 
of the texture. However, the alternating occurrences of the motif does create an 
antiphonal texture. In addition to this the texture increases throughout by increasing 
orchestration – adding winds, strings etc. 
 
4.10.4 Transformations 
On the transition from ‘White Noise’ into ‘Will I Live Again?’ Peyton Jones says, 
‘so, there I can imagine, we’re kind of left with some electronic linking (continuance 
of Matthews’s electronics) between […] and this [‘Will I live again?’] comes in’ 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012). The return of the triplet figure from ‘And The 
Days Are Long’ has significance regarding the role of the electronics in ‘Will I Live 
Again?’ Peyton Jones says, 
there’s a kind of a triplet thing - there’s kind of a link right back to the first 
piece - so we’ve done that right at the beginning and we’re doing it again in a 
different piece here. So you’re, again, you’re swirling in and out, maybe 
alternating with the guitar with something but maybe there’s still some of 
that machine noise you were talking about in there as well. I can imagine 
something a bit dirtier as well going on you, kind of pushing against it a bit, 
and then coming back as well. So it’s not all just loopy […] has a bit of a 
kind of edge to it too and exactly how it ends is kind of up for grabs really 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 350) 
 
In Section B of ‘And The Days Are Long’, the triplet motif will alternate between 
voices and instrumentals whilst the electric guitar will interact with Matthews’s 
electronics. (3.4.4). As the triplet figure returns in ‘Will I Live Again?’ in the electric 
guitar, Peyton Jones suggests interaction between electronics and electric guitar in a 
 
 
 
229 
 
similar way to ‘And The Days Are Long’. Thus the final piece references the first 
composition not only motivically through the acoustic score, but also through the 
electronic interaction between Matthews and electric guitar (Smith). Matthews says, 
‘the beginning/the ending… very clever - there’s lots of little motifs that, or, 
snippets, memories of a lot of the songs in this’ (APPENDIX L: Matthews, 2012: 
349). 
The idea that’ “snippets’ from the programme will return is part of Peyton Jones’s 
suggestion for Matthews’s electronics: he suggests a return or continuance of 
‘machine noise’ or ‘noise’ using in the previous songs (‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’, 
‘White Noise’). However where these sounds should not interfere too much with the 
ensemble in ‘White Noise’, Peyton Jones suggests that in ‘Will I Live Again?’ the 
electronics should ‘push against it’ to become more prominent within the texture. 
The development of these ideas are referred to and followed through rehearsal and 
performance as TRAIL14. Figure 4.41 illustrates these ideas. 
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Figure 4.41 Electronics in ‘Will I Live Again?’ 
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4.11 Observations 
There are four core observations to be drawn in this chapter: 
1. The extent of the collaborative network of relationships between people 
and projects both from which Endings stems and upon which it rests. 
2. The aesthetic (form, structure, texture and timbre) of Peyton Jones’s 
compositions. 
3. The type of relationship currently established between Peyton Jones and 
Matthews. 
4. The set of initial ideas discussed between collaborators concerning 
transforming/developing the composer’s original work. 
The first observation identified from Chapter 3 concerns the extent of Peyton Jones’s 
diverse spread of interpersonal connections and pre-established relationships with 
collaborators. Researching the collaborative, compositional and performance 
background(s) behind each of the works that comprise Endings has revealed not only 
a varied network of co-workers, but also a number of individuals who have 
consistently worked with Peyton Jones through a number of projects.  
The spider diagram presented at the end of this chapter (Figure 4.43) illustrates this 
collaborative network. Endings sits at the centre of the web, with the collaborators 
Peyton Jones, Matthews and Regular Music II triangulated around. Each of the 
performers in Regular Music II for Endings additionally circle around. This 
represents the first, central layer to the web. A secondary layer places each of the 
compositions that feature in Endings around the core. These are connected by Peyton 
Jones’s role as composer. A final tertiary layer expands the web by showing the 
relevant individuals (and their roles) involved in each of the projects behind the 
compositions that feature in Endings. The diagram does not display all of the 
individuals, but instead shows the connections (lines) between individuals between 
the different projects. Tracing the lines reveals how many projects are connected by 
the people involved.  
For example, illustrated by the diagram, one of the most prominent working 
relationships is Peyton Jones’s on-going collaboration with librettist David Gale. The 
Lumiere and Son Theatre Production Company co-founded by Gale and Westlake in 
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1973 was the start of a long and on-going relationship with Peyton Jones. As part of 
Lumiere and Son, Gale, Westlake and Peyton Jones collaborated on a number of 
projects through the 1980s and 90s including Deadwood (1985), Panic! (1987), 
Paradise (1987), Heart of Ice (1987), The Fragile Forest (version of Deadwood) 
(1988), Wardance (1988), Fifty Five Years of The Swallow and The Butterfly (1990), 
a revised version of the 1973 production Tip Top Condition (1989) and Abduction: 
The Phases of Wisdom (1992). This ten-year span of collaborative work between 
composer and librettist shows the unmistakable signs of a fruitful working 
relationship. However it is evident from the commission of ‘And Then He Asked 
Me’ for Gale’s wedding to his wife Debrah Levy that Peyton Jones and Gale have 
built a friendship in addition to their professional relationship. Undoubtedly because 
of this, Peyton Jones’s work has also extended to projects with Levy, including 
MacBeth: False Memories (2000) and Hot Milk Madonna (2009). Collaboration with 
Levy on MacBeth: False Memories is one of Peyton Jones’s most well-known pieces 
of theatre work. ATC Theatre’s press release (2000), says Macbeth: False Memories 
uses theatre, film and a ravishing soundtrack by Jeremy Peyton Jones to present the 
human nervous system in a state of panic and disorder’. Levy writes, ‘[this] 
expresses a mood both in myself and I think more generally in the UK – a feeling of 
being disconnected from any sense of shared values or ideological enthusiasms. […] 
ultimately it is about a lack of feeling a sort of millennial numbness, perhaps?’ 
(Levy, 2000). Concerning Levy’s play, Edyta Lorek-Jezinska writes, 
False Memories (2000) addresses the transitional millennial crisis of identity 
and integrity, fuelled by postmodern uncertainties and deconstructions. Its 
major concern is the concept of authenticity and forgery, the original and the 
copy, partly conveyed through the play’s problematic relation to 
Shakespeare’s Macbeth. 
(Lorek-Jezinska, 2013: 317) 
 
For Hot Milk Madonna, premiered in London at the Royal College of Art in May 
2009, Peyton Jones worked with Levy (director and writer) and Pia Borg 
(cinematographer). Levy writes, 
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Hot Milk Madonna visually investigates the uncanny moment in which an 
object seems both dead and alive at the same time. Inspired in part by the 
British poet Stevie Smith’s poem Not Waving But Drowning, Hot Milk 
Madonna is a surreal poetic essay on some of the perplexities of all that is 
imagined for the maternal body. 
(Levy, 2009) 
 
Not only did Peyton Jones’s work with Gale extend to projects with Levy, but 
significantly composing ‘And Then He Asked Me’ for their wedding instigated 
Peyton Jones’s interest in the setting of endings of literature to music. The web 
reveals that this piece also featured in a UK Showcase Tour, featuring Melanie 
Pappenheim. Additionally, the tour involved other pieces and performers that feature 
in Endings, including Charles Hayward and Ashley Slater. Tracing the connecting 
lines shows that Pappenheim worked with Slater in Against Oblivion: Part 1, and 
with Hayward in Part 2. Hayward has worked with Kaffe Matthews in 1996 on 
Behind The Gap, and with Viv Corringham as part of the Monkey Puzzle Trio. 
Corringham has additionally worked with Matthews on the project Her Noise: 
Feminisms and the Sonic. The web presents a catalogue of collaborative work and 
relationships. It shows that beneath the surface there is a dense network of people 
and productions that filter into Endings. There is a collaborative history of process 
and product behind each of the works and individuals that feature in Endings. 
The second conclusion from the chapter concerns the aesthetic and style of Peyton 
Jones’s work. Analysing the form, structure, texture and timbre of each of Peyton 
Jones’s compositions shows that his works are structurally and texturally pre-
determined. Peyton Jones’s work has thought-out structures. The structural capacity 
of his works owe much to both minimalism and the idea of repetition of material and 
extended durations, and also song structures. Texturally Peyton Jones’s work centres 
on layering’s of sounds and the interlocking of these layers. As a contemporary 
composer working through conventional processes of writing scored traditional 
Western notation, Peyton Jones’s works are precise, detailed, and structured. This 
chapter reveals that working collaboratively with an electronics artist, Peyton Jones 
encourages Matthews to alter the shape of his compositions by adding live 
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electronics. This also effects the macro-form of the programme by stitching together 
the works through electronic interludes. Where Matthews’s working process is ‘on 
the fly’ (Hugill, 2008), i.e. improvisational, and does not follow the strict traditions 
of such as conventional notation, a collaboration between Matthews and Peyton 
Jones unites two very different working processes. The beginnings of this fusion 
have been uncovered in this chapter. These are revealed through the fourth core 
observation of the chapter. 
The third observation is that this chapter has helped to identify the beginnings of the 
relationship between Peyton Jones and Matthews, how it exists, and the extent to 
which is fits comfortably or not amongst the pre-existing models of collaboration 
identified in the literature review. It is clear from this opening analytical chapter, that 
the relationship between Peyton Jones and Matthews is both fluid and complex. The 
examples (focusing on each of the pieces) have shown how their relationship does 
not sit perfectly into any one of the categories from any of the defined models of 
collaboration. There are instances where their relationship clearly sits in one 
category or another, but this is not consistent, i.e. their relationship moves between a 
number of relationship types (mostly between directive, collaborative, and 
consultative). However, additionally, there are examples where their relationship 
seems to fit somewhere between the relationship areas within the models – 
pinpointing exactly the best way to describe their relationship within these models is 
problematic. Thus, as their relationship moves forward into rehearsal, the following 
chapter will reveal the extent to which their complex and fluid relationship either 
settles into one of the pre-defined categories, or, if it becomes increasingly complex 
and fluid. With regards to Sawyer’s typology of collaboration, (Sawyer, in Barrett, 
2014) the ideas and relationships between Peyton Jones and Matthews in Endings 
(2012) pivots between ‘complementary’ collaboration and ‘integrative’ 
collaboration’. It is complementary where there is the division of labour (similar to 
Taylor’s ‘consultative’ working), in the transitional elements, where Matthews has 
her own tasks of creating interludes. This relationship alternates in the same way as 
the compositions and interludes themselves, with Sawyer’s ‘integrative’ 
collaboration, leading the relationship and discussions on ideas within the pieces. 
This is similar to his use of terms synchronic and diachronic: when discussing the 
interludes, the relationship between Peyton Jones and Matthews trends towards a 
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diachronic relationship, whereas when they are discussing the electronics that are to 
feature within Peyton Jones’s compositions, their relationship is comparatively 
synchronic. 
The final observation centres on the ideas regarding the transformation(s) of Peyton 
Jones’s original compositions. Peyton Jones initially stated four ideas of his own 
regarding how Matthews’s electronics could develop his work: 
 [The electronics will]: 
1. provide another complex layering of sound 
2. add specific elements & add sound around the space 
3. create links between the pieces  
and 
4. interact with the performers 
(APPENDIX L: Peyton Jones, 2012: 287) 
Through listening to recordings of the works, and more importantly through informal 
discussion(s), Peyton Jones and Matthews negotiated, shared ideas and made 
suggestions concerning how electronics could firstly feature in each of the pieces, 
and secondly function as transitional (non-thematic) interludes. These ideas form the 
basis of analysis for the forthcoming chapters. This chapter revealed their ideas by 
extracting their comments from the video documentation filmed by Still. Crucially, 
for each piece, each idea presented by Peyton Jones and Matthews has been 
extracted and labelled as a TRAIL. The table below summarizes each of these 
TRAILS as ideas concerning developing the original compositions. The TRAILS in 
this table inform the analyses in Chapters 5 and 6. 
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Reference 
(TRAIL) 
Composition Description of Idea 
TRAIL1 ‘And The 
Days Are 
Long’ 
‘Tam Tam & Bells’ introduction. The tam tam and hand bells will begin. The electronics will 
intersect and add to the sound. This will continue until the first bar of ‘And The Days are Long’. 
The duration of this introduction remains unspecified – the composers say it needs to be “tried out 
in rehearsal” 
TRAIL2 ‘And The 
Days Are 
Long’ 
Recreation of a cello part (bass drone, pedal note on C) that Peyton Jones has omitted from the 
score for the purpose of it being replaced with electronics. The composers have agreed that 
Matthews will recreate this part: how she will do this and what sound(s) she will use is not 
discussed. 
TRAIL3 ‘And The 
Days Are 
Long’ 
During the section B, there will be performer-performer interaction between Matthews 
(electronics) and Smith (electric guitar) to create a wash of sound. The electric guitar part is pre-
composed: it gives harmonies (chords), dynamics, techniques (tremolo) and directs the use of a 
harmonizer effect. The idea is that Matthews will add to this wash of sound. How (regarding the 
textures, harmonies, timbres, tones etc.) she will do this is not discussed. 
TRAIL4 ‘The Valley’ Firstly, Peyton Jones and Matthews have agreed the use of spoken voices/statistics in the piece, 
something Peyton Jones originally did not want. They will be spoken by the performers. 
Additionally, Matthews will add to the spoken texture by sampling the speech and feeding it back 
into the texture. Secondly, where the singers must stop reading the statistics because they have 
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melodic vocal parts to sing, Matthews will continue to play back the statistics to create an 
underlying continuing texture. 
TRAIL5 ‘The Valley’ Firstly, Matthews will add the sounds of wind throughout the piece. This will recreate sounds of 
wind that originally appeared in the theatre production from large onstage fans. Secondly, the 
windy soundscape will “drown out” and “overwhelm” the ensemble towards the end of the 
composition. This is discussed in terms of dynamic/volume. 
TRAIL6 ‘The Valley’ / 
‘Stunde Null: 
Running’ 
The composers discuss the idea of a first electronic interlude. Matthews will continue playing after 
‘The Valley’, and then ‘Stunde Null: Running’ will begin. The content (sound, texture, timbre etc.) 
and duration of the interlude is not determined in the conversation. 
TRAIL 7 ‘Stunde Null: 
Running’ 
Suggested by Peyton Jones and agreed by Matthews, the composers discuss that there will be 
some improvised interaction between electronics (Matthews) and drums (Hayward) towards the 
end of the piece. How this is to exist is not discussed – it will be tried out in rehearsal. 
TRAIL 8 ‘Stunde Null: 
Running’ 
Throughout the work, the electronics will “fatten” the texture of the ensemble by adding live 
sampled strings. 
TRAIL 9 ‘So In 
America’ 
Matthews suggests the electronics will provide an “electronic glitter, high up (presumably in 
pitch). Firstly, this will travel throughout ‘So In America’. Secondly, it will continue after the 
work has finished to form a transitional interlude into ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’. The duration of this 
interlude is not discussed. 
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TRAIL10 ‘Lulu Suite: 
Part 1’ 
Firstly, during ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’, the electronics will provide a backdrop cityscape that will 
provide an underlying texture to the work. The sound-components of the cityscape are not 
discussed in detail. Secondly, the cityscape will continue when the piece ends to form a 
transitional interlude into the following piece: ‘Stunde Null: Time’. 
TRAIL11 ‘Stunde Null: 
Time’ 
Throughout ‘Stunde Null: Time’ the electronics will thicken the texture of the original work. Exact 
details of how this will work is not discussed, but one idea is that the electronics will ‘fatten’ the 
bass part. 
TRAIL12 ‘Going 
Down’, 
Alturas de 
Macchu 
Picchu, and 
‘And Then He 
Asked Me’ 
Here the electronics will provide a literal context to the three songs, and join them together. The 
electronics in ‘Going Down’ will feature the sounds of water to accompany the original text 
narrative of drowning. The electronics will form a transitional interlude into ‘Alturas de Macchu 
Picchu’, where they will change, and feature more digital, static sounds. These will continue to 
form another transitional interlude in ‘And Then He Asked Me’, at which point they will stop – 
electronics will not feature in this piece. The electronics will fade in again towards the end of the 
piece with sounds reminiscent or similar to those that featured in ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’ – 
these will continue to form another transitional interlude into ‘White Noise’. The duration of the 
interludes is not discussed. 
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Table 4.7 Catalogue of TRAILS extracted from Pre-rehearsal discussion
TRAIL13 White Noise The digital, electronic sounds from the interlude that first appeared in ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’ 
will continue and develop throughout ‘White Noise’. Again, the role electronics will provide a 
literal take on the work’s context: it will affirm it by featuring sounds including white noise, static, 
interferences, and machine sounds. Importantly, the electronics must not interfere with the pitch of 
the composition. 
TRAIL14 Will I Live 
Again? 
 ‘Will I Live Again’ features the return of a rhythmic pattern (repeated triplet figures) that featured 
in section B of ‘And The Days Are Long’ from the opening of the programme. In this section, the 
composers agreed on an idea that behind this rhythm there would be a wash of sound created by 
the interaction between electric guitar (Smith) and electronics (Matthews). This idea was discussed 
in the context of And The Days Are Long as TRAIL3. The reprise of the triplet rhythm in ‘Will I 
Live Again’ will encourage a reprise of the performer-performer interaction between guitar and 
electronics in order to add another layer or ‘wash’ of sound. The specific type of wash/sounds is 
not discussed. This piece marks the ending of the programme, however how the performance will 
end (e.g. at the end of ‘Will I Live Again?’ or alternatively an electronic/electroacoustic ending’ is 
not discussed. 
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5 REHEARSAL 
 
5.1 Overview 
This chapter explores the development of Peyton Jones’s original compositions 
through rehearsal. The analysis uses an ethnographic approach to fieldwork: 
observations are made through four days of video-recorded rehearsals. There are two 
core analyses that feature: firstly, a quantitative rehearsal analysis (5.2); and 
secondly a qualitative rehearsal analysis (5.3). The quantitative analysis explores the 
extent to which time is distributed between ‘playing’ and ‘talking’ during rehearsal, 
and further questioning how proportions of time change and or/differ between when 
Matthews is and is not present in rehearsal. The quantitative analysis resulted in a set 
of statistics (APPENDIX Z), that reveal the proportions of time spent on the specific 
compositions compared to the transitional interludes. The quantitative analyses 
interprets and evaluates this data set. The qualitative analysis (5.3) explores how 
these portions of time are spent creatively, specifically focussing on how the ‘talk’ 
time relates to the ‘play’ time. The creative collaboration between Peyton Jones and 
Matthews is explored in rehearsal by following the trajectories of the list of TRAILS 
(pre-rehearsal ideas) established at the close of Chapter 4. The qualitative analysis is 
structured by following these TRAILS through the four days of rehearsal: clips that 
explore the TRAILS (through ‘play’ time and ‘talk’ time) are extracted and labelled 
as ‘clip#no._’. These clips prompt the evaluation of creative, collaborative behaviour 
between Peyton Jones and Matthews throughout the chapter to illustrate the 
development of each TRAIL. Finally, section 5.4 draws overall conclusions by 
summarizing and assimilating the quantitative and qualitative analyses. A new table 
of TRAILS is presented, detailing how each TRAIL has expanded to form new 
ideas. This table is used to inform the analyses of performance in Chapter 5. 
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5.1.1 Rehearsal Description and Layout/Setup 
There were four core rehearsal days: one full-day (1000hrs – 1600hrs) preliminary 
rehearsal with the vocalists and keyboards, one full-day rehearsal (1000hrs – 
1700hrs) exclusively between Peyton Jones and Regular Music II, and two further 
full-day rehearsals (1000hrs – 1700hrs) with Peyton Jones, Regular Music II and 
Matthews. Additionally there was a pilot run of the programme which involved 
setting up at the first two performance venues on the dates of performance. Further 
particulars of the rehearsal stage are detailed in the table below (Table 5.1) 
 
Date Venue Details 
10 May 2012 Goldsmiths, New Cross, London Vocalists and Keyboards 
(inc. Piano) only 
11 May 2012  Goldsmiths, New Cross, London Instrumentals only 
20 May 2012 Goldsmiths, New Cross, London Instrumentals & Electronics 
21 May 2012  Goldsmiths, New Cross, London Instrumentals & Electronics 
24 May 2012 De La Warr Pavilion, Bexhill, East 
Sussex 
Instrumentals & Electronics 
26 May 2012 
 
Purcell Room, Queen Elizabeth Hall, 
Southbank Centre, London. 
Instrumentals & Electronics 
 
Table 5.1 List of Rehearsals 
Positioning of Peyton Jones, Matthews and each of the instrumentalists in Regular 
Music II are illustrated in Figure 5.1. Although during rehearsal Matthews only uses 
a 2-speaker stereo setup (due to space limitations) her seating position behind Peyton 
Jones is due to her work with sound spatialization (5-speaker) in the performance 
spaces. This placement impacts upon a number of communicative pathways during 
rehearsals, revealed through the subsequent chapter analyses. 
With regards to a research perspective, Figure 5.2 illustrates my own positioning 
within the rehearsal space, and thus the positioning of the video-camera recording 
equipment used to document the days. The camera alternated between two positions 
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(red and blue) offering two views (one high and one low) of the rehearsals. These 
positions were chosen as the most suitable to capture the relationship between 
Matthews and Peyton Jones. 
 
Figure 5.1 Seating Positions of Matthews Peyton Jones and RMII 
 
Figure 5.2 Placement of Video-camera recording equipment 
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5.2 Quantitative Analysis 
The video footage from Rehearsal Days 1 – 4 was observed: portions of time spent 
talking and portions of time spent playing were calculated. The statistics 
(APPENDIX Z) show these portions of time. The following analyses of days 1 – 4 
expresses these statistics in a clear, meaningful fashion through charts and graphs, 
thus allowing the data to be understood and evaluated. 
 
5.2.1 Rehearsal Day 1 
The pie charts below firstly show how much time was spent rehearsing each piece 
during Day 1. Secondly, they express how much time (both in minutes and seconds 
and as a percentage of the overall time) time spent on ‘playing’ and ‘talking’ on each 
of the pieces. Only voices, keyboards and piano were present. 
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Figure 5.3 Rehearsal Day 1: Pie Charts of ‘playing’ vs. ‘talking’ and total time.
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This cluster of pie charts illustrates the periods of time spent working on specific 
compositions. They also show a clear trend in the data: more time is spent ‘talking’ 
than ‘playing’. This is summarised is the table below (Table 5.2) revealing the mean 
percentage spent ‘talking’ (~56%) compared to the mean percentage of time spent 
‘playing’ (~44%).   Table 4.4 additionally shows the mean average duration of time 
spent rehearsing each piece (00:24:05). Figure 5.4 illustrates these percentages 
together. The pie chart beneath (figure 5.5) represents this spread of time spent on 
each of the pieces.   
 
Piece Time (hh:mm:ss) Talking (%) Playing (%) 
And Then He Asked Me 00:18:28 61 39 
Alturas de Macchu 
Picchu 
00:17:13 66 34 
Lulu Suite (1st) 00:45:01 54 46 
Stunde Null: Time 00:22:13 55 45 
And The Days Are Long 00:32:08 59 41 
The Valley 00:13:04 54 46 
Lulu Suite (2nd) 00:24:36 41 59 
Going Down 00:21:22 56 44 
White Noise 00:22:47 60 40 
 
AVERAGE 00:24:05.7 56.22… 43.77… 
 
 Table 5.2 Mean Average of Time Distribution and ‘Talking’ vs. ‘Playing’  
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Figure 5.4 Time spent ‘playing’ and ‘talking’ in each piece (% and mins) 
 
 
Figure 5.5 Rehearsal Day1: Chart showing % of time spent on each piece 
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Only Lulu Suite was rehearsed twice during the first day. The second rehearsal of 
Lulu, highlighted in yellow, is the only time-period where more time was spent 
‘playing’ a piece than ‘talking.’ Where initially seen as an anomaly, rehearsing this 
work cannot be compared to the other rehearsals of the other pieces, as this is the 
second block of time allocated to one work. Thus, the fact that the second rehearsal 
of ‘Lulu Suite’ is the only instance of more ‘playing’ than ‘talking’ initially suggests 
that as pieces are returned to in rehearsal, less time is required ‘talking’, mean more 
time can be spent on ‘playing’. 
The data demonstrates that during the first rehearsal Peyton Jones’s role as 
composer-conductor is reinforced through verbal discourse with performers. From 
his work exclusively with keyboards, piano and vocals, it is evident that 
quantitatively the notation serves as one way of communication between composer 
and performer, however the statistical analysis (of ‘talking’ vs. ‘playing’) reveals 
that verbal communication comprises a majority time-share. Importantly, the 
notation serves as a basis for verbal direction. The statistical analysis does not show 
that verbal communication qualitatively is stronger than notational communication, 
but rather that both means of composer-performer discourse are quantitatively 
significant. The quantitative analysis revealed by these statistical facts encourages 
and rationalises a qualitative analysis of ‘time spent talking’ to reveal how this ‘talk 
time’ is used creatively and collaboratively. This forms the second part of this 
chapter: Qualitative Analysis. 
 
5.2.2 Rehearsal Day 2 
As with Day 1, the following pie charts show the distribution of time spent on 
‘playing’ and ‘talking’ during the second day of rehearsals: on this occasion 
involving Peyton Jones and all the performers in Regular Music II.  
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Figure 5.6 Rehearsal Day 2: Pie Charts of ‘playing’ vs. ‘talking’ and total time 
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Figure 5.6 (continued) Rehearsal Day 2: Pie Charts of ‘playing’ vs. ‘talking’ and total time 
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The proportions of time (%) spent on each of the pieces across Rehearsal Day 2 are 
expressed in the pie chart below (Figure 5.7). The table beneath it (Table 5.3) groups 
together both the proportions of time as represented in the Rehearsal Day 2 pie 
charts, in addition to the percentages of time spent ‘talking’ and ‘playing’. 
 
 
Figure 5.7 Distribution of Time (%) Across Rehearsal Day 2 
 
The table also shows that an accumulative mean average of 51.2% of time was spent 
on ‘talking’, with an average of 48.8% of time spent ‘playing.’ This supports the 
observations made from Rehearsal Day 1: the role of verbal discourse is 
(quantitatively) a prominent method of communication between composer and 
performer.  
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Piece Time (hh:mm:ss) Talking (%) Playing (%) 
Stunde Null: Time 00:21:39 53 47 
Lulu Suite 00:42:57 49 51 
And The Days Are 
Long 
00:52:44 51 49 
The Valley 00:11:56 54 46 
Stunde Null: 
Running 
00:03:49 49 51 
Going Down 00:19:21 54 46 
Alturas de Macchu 
Picchu 
00:11:15 56 44 
And Then He Asked 
Me 
00:08:22 39 61 
Lulu Suite (2nd) 00:27:55 48 52 
And The Days Are 
Long (2nd) 
00:28:43 41 59 
Tam Tam & Bells 00:07:11 75 25 
White Noise 00:14:52 51 49 
So In America 00:19:53 55 45 
Stunde Null: Time 
(2nd) 
00:15:45 42 58 
 
AVERAGE 00:20:27 51.2 48.8 
 
Table 5.3 Mean Average of Time Distribution and ‘Talking’ vs. ‘Playing’ Day 2 
 
The chart (Figure 4.7) and table (Table 4.5) reveal a number of factors regarding the 
second day. 
Firstly, the percentages for ‘Tam Tam and Bells’ (highlighted in yellow in the table) 
show a considerably lengthier duration of time spent ‘talking’ as opposed to 
‘playing’. What initially may seem an anomaly in the data is actually a representative 
figure due to the composition’s lack of notation: there was no score for this piece. 
This lack of notation causes direction from composer to performer to rely entirely on 
verbal and gestural communication, thus the talking percentage is considerably 
higher. The role of notated communication has been replaced with verbal 
communication in this example, where the composer’s theoretical ideas are 
translated into practice through composer-performer verbal dialogue. The 
composer’s instructions are discussed in the second half of this chapter, where video 
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clips showing Peyton Jones’s verbal directions and dialogue with the performers is 
analysed. 
Secondly, the percentages for ‘And Then He Asked Me’ (highlighted in green in the 
table) show that more time was spent playing (61%) than talking (31%), which 
contradicts the overall trend. This can be viewed as an irregularity. The first 
rehearsal of ‘Lulu Suite’ and ‘Stunde Null: Running’ (highlighted in blue in the 
table) also show that more time was spent playing (51%) than talking (49%). 
However these percentages are closer to the general trend than that of ‘And Then He 
Asked Me’. 
Thirdly, the percentages support a further observation made from the first day of 
rehearsal: when a piece is rehearsed for a second time, the balance switches and 
more time is spent on ‘playing’ than ‘talking’. This is seen in the pieces highlighted 
in red in the table. 
Overall, comparing these statistics to the Rehearsal Day 1 statistics shows that in 
general, time spent ‘talking’ has decreased, thus time spent ‘playing’ has 
respectively and correspondingly increased. The mean percentages show that when 
compared to the first day of rehearsal, the balance between ‘talking’ and ‘playing’ 
during the second day of rehearsal is more equal than that of the first, with an 
approximate 50/50 distribution of time. Additionally, although more time was 
available during the second day than the first day, the average allocation of time to 
each piece was less. This is because the full repertoire was rehearsed during day two, 
where only a select number of works were rehearsed during day one – specifically 
for the voices.  
This is indicated in table 5.4 where the length of time allocated to each work across 
the first two days can be seen. The table also shows the occasion of rehearsing a 
specific work during the first two days of rehearsal: a yellow highlight indicates the 
initial rehearsal, green a second rehearsal, red a third, and cyan a fourth. The column 
on the far-right hand side of the table shows the accumulative length of time spent on 
each piece over the first two days. This is expressed clearly in the subsequent pie 
chart (figure 5.8).  
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Piece Day 1 (1st) 
(hh:mm:ss) 
Day 1 (2nd) 
(hh:mm:ss)
Day 2 (1st) 
(hh:mm:ss)
Day 2 (2nd) 
(hh:mm:ss)
Accumulative 
Total 
(hh:mm:ss) 
Alturas de 
Macchu 
Picchu 
00:17:13 - 00:11:15 - 00:28:28 
And The 
Days Are 
Long 
00:32:08 - 00:52:44 00:28:43 01:53:35  
And Then 
He Asked 
Me 
00:18:28 - 00:08:22 - 00:26:50 
Going 
Down 
00:21:22 - 00:19:21 - 00:40:43 
Lulu Suite 00:45:01 00:24:36 00:42:57 00:27:55 02:20:29 
So In 
America 
- - 00:19:53 - 00:19:53  
Stunde 
Null: 
Running 
- - 00:03:49 - 00:03:49  
Stunde 
Null: Time 
00:22:13 - 00:21:39 00:15:45 00:59:37  
Tam Tam & 
Bells 
- - 00:07:11 - 00:07:11  
The Valley 00:13:04 - 00:11:56 - 00:25:00 
White Noise 00:22:47 - 00:14:52 - 00:37:39 
Will I Live 
Again? 
- - - - 00:00:00 
 
 
 
Table 5.4 Accumulative Distributions of Time Allocation and Occasion to Specific 
Compositions Across Rehearsal Days 1 and 2 
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Figure 5.8 Accumulative Distribution of Time Allocation (%) to Specific 
Compositions Across Rehearsal Days 1 and 2 
 
The table and pie chart show the accumulative allocation of time for each of the 
compositions over the first two days of rehearsals. However a further observation 
from these percentages is that the reason some pieces are rehearsed for considerably 
longer than others may be due to the length of each of the works. 
Comparing these figures, tables and charts representing this spread of data to a 
recorded duration of each of the compositions allows ratios to be drawn that reveal 
how the rehearsal duration of a work relates to performance duration. A first version 
of a recording from Bristol’s Arnolfini (31 May, 2012) (see Chapter 6) was released 
where tracks were identified in relation to the specific piece, however these tracks 
included Matthews’s live electronics (see Rehearsal Analysis days 3 and 4) so do not 
give an accurate account of the duration of each of Peyton Jones’s compositions in 
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their original form. However a more recent mix of the same live recording from 
Bristol by Peyton Jones (accompanying Compact Disc [page 2]) divides the 
recording into his own compositions with separate tracks for Matthews’s electronic 
interludes. An accurate comparison can be made using these durations: ‘time spent 
rehearsing’ vs. ‘time spent performing,’ of each piece.  Table 5.5 illustrates this 
comparison.  
N.B. The calculations do not include a set for ‘Will I Live Again’ due to it not being 
rehearsed by the end of Rehearsal Day 2. Therefore as an anomaly within the data 
the figures highlighted in yellow have been omitted from the mean average 
calculations. 
 
Piece Length of Piece 
(hh:mm:ss) 
Time Spent 
Rehearsing 
(hh:mm:ss) 
Ratio 
Alturas de Macchu 
Picchu 
00:03:50 (230) 00:28:28 (1708) 1:7.426 
And The Days Are 
Long 
00:13:08 (788) 01:53:35 (6815) 1:8.648 
And Then He 
Asked Me 
00:03:01 (181) 00:26:50 (1610) 1:8.895 
Going Down 00:04:21 (261) 00:40:43 (2443) 1:9.360 
Lulu Suite 00:08:36 (516) 02:20:29 (8429) 1:16.335 
So In America 00:03:01 (181) 00:19:53 (1193) 1:6.591 
Stunde Null: 
Running 
00:01:17 (77) 00:03:49 (229) 1:2.974 
Stunde Null: Time 00:08:19 (499) 00:59:37 (3577) 1:7.168 
Tam Tam & Bells 00:00:47 (47) 00:07:11 (431) 1:9.170 
The Valley 00:05:55 (355) 00:25:00 (1500) 1:4.225 
White Noise 00:05:43 (343) 00:37:39 (2259) 1:6.586 
Will I Live Again? 00:07:30 (450) 00:00:00 - 
 
AVERAGE: 00:57:58 (3478) 08:23:14 (30194) 1:8.681 
 
Table 5.5 Ratios of Performance Time: Rehearsal Time for each Peyton Jones 
Composition. 
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The table reveals that (via a mean average methodology) each piece has a 1:8.7 ratio 
between performance (:) and rehearsal. These figures will be compared in the 
following quantitative evaluation of statistics from rehearsal with Matthews 
(Rehearsal Day 3 and Rehearsal Day 4). This will reveal the extent to which 
rehearsal with live electronics requires more or less time in relation to a work’s fixed 
duration (in performance). 
 
5.2.3 Rehearsal Day 3 
The following pie charts show the percentages of time spent rehearsing (‘talking’ 
and ‘playing’) the compositions during Rehearsal Day 3 where Matthews’s live 
electronics are first present. 
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Figure 5.9 Rehearsal Day 3: Pie Charts of ‘playing’ vs. ‘talking’ and total time 
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Figure 5.9 (continued) Rehearsal Day 3: Pie Charts of ‘playing’ vs. ‘talking’ and total time 
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From the individual pie charts, the pie chart below (Figure. 5.10) expresses the 
proportion of time (%) spent on each of the compositions during Rehearsal Day 3. 
Additionally, the subsequent table (Table 5.6) summarizes the proportions of time 
spent ‘talking’ and ‘playing’ for each of the pieces, drawing a mean average from 
these times. 
 
 
 
Figure 5.10 Distribution of time (%) toward each piece during Day 3 
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Piece Time (hh:mm:ss) Talking (%) Playing (%) 
Will I Live Again? 00:18:07  53 47 
Stunde Null: Time 00:37:27 48 52 
And The Days Are 
Long 
00:47:07 49 51 
So In America 00:22:54 41 59 
The Valley 00:20:38 48 52 
Stunde Null: Running 00:03:37 72 28 
The Valley / Stunde 
Null Running/So In 
America 
00:17:32 46 54 
Lulu Suite 00:47:18 50 50 
Going Down 00:18:59 55 45 
Alturas de Macchu 
Picchu 
00:10:17 58 42 
White Noise 00:18:13 70 30 
Tam Tam and Bells / 
ATDAL 
00:13:00 53 47 
Will I Live 
Again?(second) 
00:16:47 46 54 
Stunde Null: Time 00:11:25 35 65 
    
 
AVERAGE 00:21:38 51.7 48.3 
 
Table 5.6 Mean Average of Time Distribution Day 3 
Firstly, it is of interest to note that the third day of rehearsal begins with ‘Will I Live 
Again?’. This is because Matthews’s requisite for setup time, offers enough time for 
Peyton Jones and Regular Music II to rehearse the piece (previously unrehearsed). 
These percentages (‘talking’ 53%, ‘playing’ 47%) again support the previous data 
that during the first time of rehearsing a piece more time is spent ‘talking’ about it 
than ‘playing’ it. 
Secondly, the pie charts and table reveal that ‘Lulu Suite’ and ‘And The Days Are 
Long’ were allocated the greatest amount of time for rehearsal (~15%) whilst 
‘Stunde Null: Running’ was allocated the least (~1%). This is consistent with the 
observation made from Rehearsal Day 2: longer pieces require longer time to 
rehearse. However the table below (Table 5.7) shows that the ratio between the 
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duration of composition to rehearsal duration remains similar for both. The table also 
shows the ratio for ‘Tam Tam and Bells’ (highlighted in yellow) to be considerably 
greater than the others, i.e. much more time was spent rehearsing this piece in 
comparison to its duration in performance. There are two possible reasons for this: 
firstly, the length of the ‘Tam Tam and Bells’ in unspecified in rehearsal (in 
performance it has an improvised duration - see qualitative analysis); and secondly 
that due to the non-notated aspect of the composition, the rehearsal centres on 
practice (trying it out) and on Peyton Jones’s verbal instructions. Notation fixes an 
idea, and practice (playing) responds to that idea. Thus, the fact that his idea is non-
notated means that ‘Tam Tam and Bells’ requires additional practice than what it 
would have needed had it been notated.  
Piece Length of Piece 
(hh:mm:ss) 
Time Spent 
Rehearsing 
(hh:mm:ss) 
Ratio 
Alturas de Macchu 
Picchu 
00:03:50 00:10:17 1:2.683 
And The Days Are 
Long 
00:13:08 00:47:07 1:3.588 
And Then He 
Asked Me 
~not rehearsed~ ~not rehearsed~ N/A 
Going Down 00:04:21 00:18:59 1:4.364 
Lulu Suite 00:08:36 00:47:18 1:5.5 
So In America 00:03:01 00:22:54 1:7.591 
Stunde Null: 
Running 
00:01:17 00:03:37 1:2.818 
Stunde Null: Time 00:08:19 00:37:27 1:4.503 
Tam Tam & Bells 00:00:47 00:13:00 1:16.596 
The Valley 00:05:55 00:20:38 1:3.487 
White Noise 00:05:43 00:18:13 1:3.187 
Will I Live Again? 00:07:30  00:34:54 1:4.653 
 
AVERAGE: 00:54:57 04:34:24 1:5 
Table 5.7 Ratios of Performance Time: Rehearsal Time for each Peyton Jones 
Composition, day 3 
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Table 5.8 shows the ratios from Table 5.7 (Rehearsal Day 3) against the ratios drawn 
from the previous two rehearsal days. A number of differences are evident, but 
crucially this table shows that the time spent rehearsing a piece is on average less 
than the previous two days. Thus, rehearsing a work requires less time (both 
‘playing’ and ‘talking’) as rehearsals continue. 
 
Piece Ratio Days 1 & 2 Ratio Day 3 
Alturas de Macchu 
Picchu 
1:7.426 1:2.683 
And The Days Are 
Long 
1:8.648 1:3.588 
And Then He Asked 
Me 
1:8.895 N/A 
Going Down 1:9.360 1:4.364 
Lulu Suite 1:16.34 1:5.5 
So In America 1:6.591 1:7.591 
Stunde Null: Running 1:2.974 1:2.818 
Stunde Null: Time 1:7.168 1:4.503 
Tam Tam & Bells 1:9.170 1:16.596 
The Valley 1:4.225 1:3.487 
White Noise 1:6.586 1:3.187 
Will I Live Again? - 1:4.653 
 
AVERAGE: 1:8.681 1:5 
 
Table 5.8 Ratios of Performance Time: Rehearsal Time for each Peyton Jones 
Composition, Comparison between days 1&2 and day 3  
 
Regarding the distribution of time spent ‘talking’ vs ‘playing’ Table 4.8 shows that 
51.7% of time was spent ‘talking’ compared with 48.3% of time spent ‘playing’ 
during Rehearsal Day 3. These percentages have much in common with those of 
Rehearsal Day 2. Comparing the two sets of figures (Table 5.9), shows that a 50/50 
percent equal weighting between time spent ‘playing’ and time spent ‘talking’ 
remains. This reveals a consistent approach to time distribution in rehearsal despite 
an addition of a live electronics part. (This is supported in the Qualitative Analysis 
where Peyton Jones states that his approach to the rehearsal during Rehearsal Day 3 
was similar to how it would have been without a live electronics part.) 
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Piece Day 2 
Talking (%) 
Day 2 
Playing (%) 
Day 3 
Talking (%) 
Day 3 
Playing 
(%) 
Stunde Null: Time 53 47 48 52 
Stunde Null: Time 
(second) 
42 58 35 65 
Lulu Suite 49 51 50 50 
Lulu Suite (second) 48 52 - - 
And The Days Are 
Long 
51 49 49 51 
And The Days Are 
Long (second) 
41 59 - - 
The Valley 54 46 48 52 
Stunde Null: Running 49 51 72 28 
Going Down 54 46 55 45 
Alturas de Macchu 
Picchu 
56 44 58 42 
And Then He Asked 
Me 
39 61 - - 
Tam Tam & Bells 75 25 53 47 
White Noise 51 49 70 30 
So In America 55 45 41 59 
Will I Live Again? - - 53 47 
 
Will I Live Again? 
(second) 
- - 46 54 
The Valley  Stunde 
Null: Running / So In 
America 
- - 46 54 
 
AVERAGE 51.2 48.8 51.7 48.3 
 
Table 5.9 Comparison between ‘Talking’ vs ‘Playing’ during rehearsal in Days 2 
and 3. 
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5.2.4 Rehearsal Day 4 
Rehearsal Day 4 is approached through a different type of rehearsal process. Where 
previously individual ‘pieces’ had mainly been rehearsed exclusively, the fourth day 
of rehearsal focussed on the beginnings and endings of specific works and the 
transitional interludes between them. This structure of rehearsal had only been seen 
briefly during the previous day on two occasions: firstly the ending of ‘The Valley’, 
its transition into ‘Stunde Null: Running’, and then the transition into ‘So In 
America’; and secondly the transition from the ‘Tam Tam and Bells’ into ‘And The 
Days Are Long’. 
In interview Peyton Jones has stated that in a rehearsal environment he has a ‘top 
and tail’ approach to specific works. However, what makes this fourth day of 
rehearsal different, not only to the three previous rehearsal days, but also from a 
traditional ‘top and tail’ approach, is that in between the endings and beginning of 
works, Matthews’s electronics provide continuity in performance by adjoining 
Peyton Jones’s pre-composed material. These joining ‘interludes’ are the focus of 
Rehearsal Day 4. The pie charts below (Figure 4.11) show the proportions of time 
spent ‘talking’ and ‘playing’ when rehearsing the transitions from one piece to the 
next through Matthews’s electronic interludes. A forward slash (/) indicates a 
transitional interlude. 
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Figure 5.11 Rehearsal Day 4: Pie Charts of ‘playing’ vs. ‘talking’ and total time 
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Figure 5.11 (continued) Rehearsal Day 4: Pie Charts of ‘playing’ vs. ‘talking’ and total time
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Similarly with Rehearsal Days 1, 2 and 3, the percentages for Rehearsal Day 4 are 
grouped together and presented in the pie chart (Figure 5.12) and table (Table 5.10) 
below. However, these figures now illustrate one or more pieces and includes the 
transitional interludes. Thus, the distribution of time is presented in relation to the 
segments of rehearsal practice. The percentages of time spent ‘talking’ and ‘playing’ 
are also displayed for each segment in Table 4.12. 
 
 
 
Figure 5.12 Distribution of Time Across Rehearsal Day 4 
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Piece and/or 
“Interlude” () 
Time (hh:mm:ss) Talking (%) Playing (%) 
Tam Tam & 
Bells And The 
Days Are Long 
00:42:54 (2574) 47 53 
And The Days Are 
Long  The Valley 
 
00:11:15 (675) 20 80 
Stunde Null: 
Running  So In 
America 
00:18:43 (1123) 47 53 
So In America  
Lulu Suite 
00:20:57 (1257) 41 59 
Lulu Suite  
Stunde Null: Time 
00:22:21 (1341) 37 63 
Going Down  
Alutras de Macchu 
Picchu 
00:16:06 (966) 49 51 
 And Then He 
Asked Me 
00:11:38 (698) 62 38 
 Will I Live 
Again? 
00:19:54 (1194) 55 45 
Lulu Suite 00:17:55 (1075) 45 55 
The Valley  
Stunde Null: 
Running  So In 
America  Lulu 
Suite 
00:45:44 (2744) 49 51 
Alturas de Macchu 
Picchu  And 
Then He Asked Me 
 Will I Live 
Again? 
00:17:51 (1071) 53 47 
 And The Days 
Are Long 
00:18:32 (1112) 27 73 
White Noise 00:13:19 (799) 66 34 
 
AVERAGE 00:21:19.1 49.6 50.4 
 
Table 5.10 Mean Average of Time Distribution Day 4 
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The mean averages drawn in Table 4.12 shows similar ‘talking’ and ‘playing’ 
statistics to the previous day. Thus, despite the rehearsal type being different 
(rehearsing ‘tops and tails’ and interludes as opposed to full pieces) proportions of 
‘talk-time’ and ‘play-time’ are similar. However, a couple of significant observations 
can be made. 
Firstly, rehearsal segments featuring ‘And The Days Are Long’ (highlighted in 
yellow) tend to involve significantly more ‘play-time’ than ‘talk-time’. This is 
possible due to the length of ‘And The Days Are Long’, noted in the previous 
observations. The first rehearsal of ‘And The Days Are Long’ during Rehearsal Day 
4 involves the ‘Tam Tam and Bells’ and transition (highlighted in green). Here the 
percentages of talking are much higher: again, this is likely because the ‘Tam Tam 
and Bells’ do not have a score, so composer-performer communication rests more on 
discussion than notation. Again, this supports previous observations. 
Secondly, the slight sway of proportions (now more time is spent ‘playing’ than 
‘talking’) is possibly due to the experimental nature of Matthews’s electronic 
interludes. Practicing these interludes means ‘time-spent-playing’ as opposed to 
‘time-spent-talking’. This was the focus of Rehearsal Day Four: to ensure that the 
transitions were practised. 
 
5.2.5 Matthews and Peyton Jones; Matthews vs. Peyton Jones 
The previous four subsections (4.3.1 – 4.3.4) have shown how ‘talk time’ occupied a 
significant proportion of the rehearsal time for Endings. Specifically focussing on the 
latter two rehearsal days featuring Matthews, Day 3 clocked 02hrs 26mins 06secs of 
talk time (just over 50%), whilst Day 4 clocked 02hrs 07mins 50secs of talk time 
(just under 50%). This rationalises ‘talk time’ as a substantial part of the rehearsal 
process (an average of just under 50%), occupying a total of 04hrs 43mins and 
56secs of rehearsal. These findings are illustrated in Figure 5.13. 
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Figure 5.13 Talking vs. Playing: Day 3; Day 4; and Total. 
 
In order to offer an increasingly nuanced approach to the analysis of ‘talk time’, the 
numbers above (from Figure 5.13) can be explored further to uncover how much 
‘talk time’ is occupied by conversation between Peyton Jones and Matthews. 
Additionally, and quite specifically, further analysis can reveal how much time each 
of the collaborators spent talking within such conversations. Further, this allows an 
identification of what they are discussing and how their relationship can be 
evaluated, follow-up in more in more detail in the subsequent qualitative analysis 
(Section 5.3). 
APPENDIX Z(v) shows the numbers (and multiples) of time spent talking 
specifically between Peyton Jones and Matthews across Days 3 and 4. These 
statistics resulted in the following calculations: 
Of the 02hrs 26mins 06secs spent talking during Day 3 of rehearsal, only 21mins 
43secs of talk time was spent between Peyton Jones and Matthews (around 15%). 
Of the 02hrs 07mins 50secs spent talking during Day 4 of rehearsal, only 22mins 
58secs of talk time was spent between Peyton Jones and Matthews (around 18%). 
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Accumulatively, across the two days, out of the 04hrs 43mins and 56secs spent 
talking in rehearsal, only 44mins 41secs was spent on conversation between the 
collaborators. (On average, this is around 16.5%). 
These numbers (expressed in the centre column of Figure 4.14) reveal that although 
a significant proportion of time was talking during rehearsal, less than a fifth of such 
talk time was spent between Peyton Jones and Matthews. Specifically, however, is 
that despite this low figure, their discussions focussed on ‘musical conversation’ 
(Davidson, 2004) – that is, the nature of their conversations specifically explored 
creativity (ideas, suggestions etc.) about the music and Matthews’s contributions. 
(These are discussions are revealed in the forthcoming qualitative analysis). It does, 
however, reveal that Peyton Jones focusses his talk time significantly more towards 
RMII than Matthews. Whether more conversation between the collaborators would 
have resulted in an increasingly creative collaborative process is unclear, however 
this again becomes clearer in the following section (4.4). What can be said, however, 
is that their conversations warrant such further analysis. Finally, although the two 
days show a clear consistency in time spent talking between Peyton Jones and 
Matthews (~3% differentiation), such differentiation may be the result of the need 
for Matthews to become settled and experiment within the environment: during Day 
3, Matthews spends the first hour engaging in little conversation due to setting up 
and technical issues. Additionally, Peyton Jones approaches Matthews confirming 
with her that she is ‘O.K’ to continue experimenting whilst he and RMII rehearse. 
 
The ‘Peyton Jones – Matthews’ conversation statistics above can be used further to 
offer an even deeper look at their collaboration, rendering the following calculations: 
Of the 21mins 43secs spent talking between the collaborators during Day 3, 08mins 
32secs were occupied by Matthews talking, and 13mins 11secs were occupied by 
Peyton Jones talking (a ratio of 2:3) 
Of the 22mins 58secs spent talking between the collaborators during Day 4, 09mins 
28secs were occupied by Matthews talking, and 13mins 30secs were occupied by 
Peyton Jones talking (a ratio of 2:3). 
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Accumulatively (average ratio of 2:3), of the collaborators’s conversations, Peyton 
Jones spent 26mins 41secs talking, vs. Matthews, who spent 18mins talking. 
These calculations show a clear trend: there is a definite weight towards Peyton 
Jones talking. This reveals that on average, Peyton Jones leads the majority of 
conversations. The subsequent analysis shows that on occasion, Peyton Jones’s 
behaviour is particularly directive, and Matthews’s role a collaborating co-composer 
begins to move towards a performer’s role. These calculations are expressed in the 
right-hand column of Figure 5.14, aligned with their counterpart graphical 
expressions on JPJ-KM conversation (centre column) and ‘talk time’ in general (left-
hand), showing the breakdown of time proportions. 
 
 
Figure 5.14 Proportions of time spent on and between (each of) the collaborators. 
 
Finally, the statistics in APPENDIX Z(v) also show the works and transitions on 
which each of the ‘Peyton Jones – Matthews’ conversations are focussed. These 
statistics reveal, in general, what (i.e. which work) the collaborators are discussing. 
However, in order to understand their behaviours and the details of what they are 
discussing within each of the works (and transitions), the recorded video-material of 
rehearsal requires closer analysis. The intimacy (Roache, 2012) of the conversations 
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between the collaborators are evaluated closer in the subsequent qualitative analysis 
(5.3), firstly to reveal what the collaborators are discussing with regards to the 
creative process (trajectories of the TRAILS), and secondly to examine how they are 
discussing it, and what this reveals about the collaborative process (their behaviours 
relationships). 
 
5.2.6 Conclusions 
The quantitative rehearsal analysis has resulted in the following conclusions based 
on interpretations of the exported data-set statistics and their respective expressions 
through infographics and evaluations. 
Firstly, the rehearsal process begins where a ‘talking’ process presides slightly over a 
‘playing’ process. This emphasises the role of the conductor-composer as a verbal 
communicator with performers in the translation of the composer’s work. The 
balance between ‘talking’ and ‘playing’ begins to level out throughout the process, 
where performers start to translate the conceptual theory of the composition acquired 
through composer-conductor dialogue into rehearsed practice. Where notation does 
not exist in the transmission of compositional ideas from composer to performer, 
verbal communication takes presidence, challenging conventional methods of 
notation as ‘communicative text’.  
Secondly, a relative average ratio between the duration of a composition and its 
required rehearsal time is shown as around 1:8.7. Over the course of the rehearsal 
process this ratio drops as the performers become increasingly fluent with the 
repertoire, thus requiring less rehearsal time. 
Thirdly, the addition of a live electronics artist as a co-composer has not drastically 
altered the timings of rehearsal structure. Peyton Jones’s approach as a composer-
conductor is similar during Rehearsal Days 1 and 2, and 3. The integration of 
Matthews into the environment has little statistical change on the setup. This may 
question Matthews’s role as a co-composer, where the integration of her role shares 
similar trends and commonalities with a performer. This idea is developed in the 
subsequent qualitative analysis. 
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Finally, where transitional interludes intersect and adjoin pre-existing music, 
rehearsal tends to focus on these transitions only after the original material has been 
rehearsed. Where the composer-conductor has revealed a ‘topping and tailing’ 
process to rehearsal, rehearsing the ‘ends’ and ‘beginnings’ of compositions are 
further challenged when live electronics intersect to form an interlude. These 
interludes become a focus within the rehearsal process. 
Even where notation exists, ‘talking’ occupies a larger or equal proportion to 
‘playing’ during rehearsal. This justifies the subsequent qualitative analysis of 
musical conversation in rehearsal. This is supported where an example with no 
notation (‘Tam Tam and Bells’) shows ‘talking’ to preside considerably over 
‘playing.’ Where electronics are involved, a qualitative analysis will reveal the 
‘talking’ points in rehearsal. Where the electronics are unfixed, and improvised ‘on 
the fly’, qualitatively analysing examples of ‘playing’ in rehearsal will reveal the 
trial and error approach between co-composers. Where both ‘talking’ and ‘playing’ 
are significant parts of the rehearsal process, qualitatively analysing discussions and 
practice(s) between composer and performers will reveal the creative and 
collaborative process in a part-improvised, part fixed composition programme. 
 
5.3 Qualitative Analysis 
The quantitative analysis has shown that just over 50% of the rehearsal time was 
spent ‘talking’. This second section of the chapter on rehearsal analyzes this ‘talk-
time’ qualitatively, by extracting short clips of co-composer and composer-performer 
dialogue from the complete video recordings of the four days. These are indicated by 
a film icon  and labelled with a clip title (e.g. Clip#5.1). Additionally some clips 
feature ‘play-time’. The selected clips are extracted based on the nature of their 
content: each clip contains either discussion on creative ideas and/or practicing 
(playing/trying/testing out) of creative ideas. More specifically, the examples 
presented follow-up the list of TRAILS detailed at the close of Chapter 4. Thus, this 
section begins to uncover how the ideas discussed between Peyton Jones and 
Matthews in the pre-rehearsal discussion (TRAILS) are developed, expanded, 
discussed, negotiated upon and practiced through rehearsal. Each of the TRAILS is 
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now traced through rehearsal in order (1 – 13), i.e. each TRAIL draws footage from 
different rehearsal days: the rehearsals are assessed thematically (TRAIL) as 
opposed to consecutively. Discussions between the collaborators and practices of 
their ideas are observed and disseminated to reveal how ideas change and develop 
over the course of the rehearsal period. In some cases, an idea (TRAIL) may develop 
across all four days: in others, discussions and/or practices of the idea may merely 
arise on only one or two days. There are also instances where a previously discussed 
idea does not materialise during the rehearsal period, and thus the TRAIL ends 
(subject to it not reappearing in performance [see Chapter 6]).  
The approach to extract each video clip uses the same footage disclosed at the 
opening of the chapter and in the quantitative analysis. All of the documented video 
recordings were viewed and re-viewed: ‘talking’ and ‘playing’ and the connection 
between them were observed, assessed and evaluated. In light of the list of TRAILS 
identified and summarized at the end of Chapter 4, extracts containing ‘talk’ and/or 
‘play’ material relevant to each TRAIL were clipped and exported using QuickTime 
Player .  
N.B. ALTHOUGH AUDIO HAS BEEN NORMALIZED FOR BALANCE, DUE TO THE RANGE OF VOLUME OF 
ELECTRONICS, SOME CLIPS BEGIN CONSIDERABLY LOUDER THAN OTHERS. 
 
5.3.1 TRAIL 1 
Peyton Jones explains the idea of a Tam Tam & Bells Introduction exclusively with 
the ensemble during Rehearsal Day 2 (11 May, 2012). (  Clip#5.1). The 
composer says: 
Could we just try this thing with the tam tam and the bells […] everybody 
yeah - because I just want to try it so see if it’s going to work…um […] 
there’s going to be an introduction - a long slow roll on the tam tam from 
nothing, from Charles, and then I’ve got some hand bells for us to join in. If 
we could try that now that would be great 
(Peyton Jones, 2012) 
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TRAIL1 is an experimental process in rehearsal: firstly there is no score/notation for 
the performers to follow, so they are relying on Peyton Jones’s verbal and gestural 
communication to understand the concept of the piece; and secondly the performers 
are requested to work with alternative instruments (hand bells). Jane Davidson’s 
(2002) ‘musical conversation’ concerns ‘discussions about technical or expressive 
points in the music’ that occupy a large proportion of time spent rehearsing a piece. 
Here, the absence notation not only proves the importance of Davidson’s type of 
dialogue as it increases the importance of ‘musical conversation’, but it also 
encourages it: the communication between composer and performers now rests 
entirely on musical conversation supported by gesture as opposed to notation. This is 
reinforced in  Clip#5.2: 
These bells shouldn’t come out over the top of Charles, they should be 
meshed into the sound. And then also, Kaffe is going to join in with a big 
electronic noise - so it’s all going to layer together. So could we try it from 
the beginning then? It should be quite a long thing, so wait quite a while 
before we start. Start ringing your bell when you don’t think it’s going to 
stick out too much. It’ll be quite a while before we start the bells 
(Peyton Jones, 2012) 
Hayden and Windsor (2007: 33) state that notation is an important part of a directive 
relationship between composer and performer. However, this example shows that a 
directive relationship between composer and performer can still exist despite a lack 
of notation. The relationship between Peyton Jones and Regular Music II is neither 
of Hayden’s and Windsor’s other types of relationship (interactive or collaborative). 
It is directive: although only general ideas of texture, timbre and duration are given, 
Peyton Jones is clear about what he requires of the performers. However, it is instead 
communicated through dialogue and gesture. This is emphasized though 
demonstrating the use of the hand bells. 
Clip#5.2 shows the directions given by the composer. After receiving direction from 
Peyton Jones the performers begin to communicate the abilities and technicalities 
amongst themselves. Askew is seen acknowledging this and then translating this 
further to Pappenheim where they both begin to understand the technical aspects of 
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the hand bells. Gestural and verbal interactions between performers are most often 
analysed through themes of improvisation (Monson; Sawyer). However this process 
is a form of experimentation: the performers are not asked to improvise individually 
nor improvise with each other. Instead they take instructions from Peyton Jones, who 
additionally establishes a performer’s role. Thus, he conducts with one hand, raising 
his left arm and pointing specifically to Charles to indicate a dynamic crescendo, 
signalling with the palm of his hand to indicate ‘stop.’ The performers do not require 
a ‘typical’ conducting pattern (Bradshaw and Ng, 2008: 39) from the leading hand 
(Figure 5.15a) due to its lack of metric regularity (e.g. 5.15 (a) 4/4 time [1, 2, 3, 4]). 
Instead, the right hand movement is replaced with the circular gesture (Figure 4.13b) 
required to use the hand bell. Peyton Jones’s circular gesture has two roles: to 
conduct (the performers follow him); and to perform. This dual role is not so 
different from the harpsichordist’s or violinist’s role when directing a Baroque 
concerto grosso. 
 
 
                   (a)              (b) 
Figure 5.15 (a) ‘Typical’ conducting pattern (Bradshaw and Ng, 2008: 39) 
(b) New conducting (and performing) pattern 
 
Clip#4.2 also reveals the composer’s first responses to the initial trials: 
I think we started a bit too early - we should be more inside of the sound. If 
we start a bit later then yeah I think it’s going to work… and then, you 
[Hayward] leave it ringing at the very height of the loudness and we’ll leave 
this and just put them down, and then Kaffe will fill the space with sound, 
and we’ll come in on the opening of ‘And The Days Are Long’ out of that. 
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(Peyton Jones, 2012) 
The idea is refined in the composer’s subsequent comments: the interaction between 
the tam tam and the hand bells requires a seamless merger, something that can be 
improved by introducing the hand bells at a louder tam tam dynamic. Additionally 
an increasingly gradual introduction of each of the performers would facilitate this 
merging of sounds: the clip shows that each of the performers join in with the sound 
within a relatively short space of time between each other. An important point is that 
Peyton Jones communicates the role of the electronics to the performers despite 
Matthews’s absence. This gives the performers, in advance, an awareness of how 
Matthews’s role will contribute to the sound.  
 Clip #5.3 and  Clip#5.4 offer the first insights into Matthews’s role during 
rehearsal. Where previously Peyton Jones explained Matthews’s presence to Regular 
Music II as a ‘big electronic noise’ that will ‘fill the space with sound’ Clip#5.3 
shows Matthews recording the sound of the performers using the hand bells without 
the tam tam. Clip#5.4 shows Matthews recording the sound with the tam tam. 
Collecting these sounds from the performers shows the process by which Matthews 
acquires her sound files. Recording the sound(s) of the performers reveals two 
points: firstly, that for the introduction Matthews’s approach is to work with pre-
recorded material from rehearsal, thus questioning the extent to which Matthews’s 
part will be ‘live’ in performance (see TRAIL 1, Chapter 5); and secondly, that the 
material in its raw state is entirely composed of acoustic sources – the noise Peyton 
Jones talks of is not electronic, but rather an acoustic sample. Clip#5.4 also 
illustrates Regular Music II rehearsing the transition between ‘Tam Tam and Bells’ 
and ‘And The Days Are Long’ in Matthews’s absence: 
There won’t be silence in between, there will be Kaffe. We come on top of 
Kaffe. So yes, it can get that loud at least, and I think actually pretty well as 
soon as Charles stop we stop and put the bells down. And Charles, it kind of, 
as it was sort of medium to high, it came and went a bit, if you could do more 
of a steady upwards all the time, that would be more of what I was looking 
for, rather than coming in and out. It naturally comes in and out itself, but as 
smooth as possible from nothing to very, very loud. 
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 (Peyton Jones, 2012) 
The clip offers an additional example of gestural communication between Peyton 
Jones and the performers by explaining the ‘steady, upwards’ shape of the crescendo. 
However more significantly the clip reveals something of the collaborative dynamic 
between Peyton Jones and Matthews. Towards the end of the clip Peyton Jones is 
keen to ‘try it now with Kaffe’s stuff’ but acknowledges an issue with time and 
preparation: there is not enough time for Matthews to work with the recorded sound. 
Asking Peyton Jones to wait whilst Matthews prepares the recorded files solidifies 
Matthews’s role as a co-composer: here there is an aspect of co-directorship. Peyton 
Jones’s understanding of Matthews’s requisite for time is evidence of ‘mutual 
respect’ (Pollard, 2005) between composers. A new form of musicianship begins to 
take shape where a typical directive composer/conductor-performer relationship 
(Hayden and Windsor, 2007) requires a developing collaborative process due to 
Matthews’s role as both performer and composer. This is illustrated through Peyton 
Jones’s flexibility with time, allowing Matthews to work with the material.  
Clip#5.5 demonstrates Matthews both preparing and practising the material in 
rehearsal where the recording intersects the ensemble creating a joining section into 
‘And The Days Are Long’: this continues and fades at bar 12. Clip#4.5 is the first 
chance for the performers and composers to gain an understanding of how the 
introduction will work in full through practice. 
The subsequent dialogue between composers concerns a cross-fade between the tam 
tam and bells recording and the drone that will feature at the beginning of ‘And The 
Days Are Long’ (TRAIL2, see 4.4.2). Peyton Jones’s comments begin to reveal 
more specific ideas regarding the drone than what was discussed between the 
composers in the pre-rehearsal conversation (APPENDIX L: 27 April 2012). Having 
tried and tested the initial ideas in Clip#5.5, Peyton Jones is clear about the shape of 
the transition from the tam tam and bells recording to the drone: there should be an 
immediate cross-fade on the opening beat of ‘And The Days Are Long’ – the drone 
should fade in sooner than seen in Clip#5.5. A second rehearsal of the transition (  
Clip#5.6) shows further issues: although the bells end on the first beat of ‘And The 
Days Are Long’ in this second effort, the entry of the drone still does not happen 
until bar 12 – something Peyton Jones reiterates to enter ‘a bit earlier’ at the end of 
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 Clip#5.7. This example reveals something about the nature of Matthews’s 
performance practices: she requires more time in the transition from the introduction 
to ‘And The Days Are Long’ to prepare the drone material. The consultation 
between composers shows how issues and decisions on the timing and shaping of the 
transition are made: Matthews is clear in verbal and gestural communication about 
requiring further time to allow the shape of the transition to evolve. Additionally, 
where previously the dynamic was a continuous crescendo, the transitional material 
begins to develop an increasingly dynamic shape: by acknowledging Matthews 
request for more time, Peyton Jones communicates to the performers that the 
transition will ‘die down a bit’ i.e. decrease in dynamic/diminuendo slightly before 
the entry of ‘And The Days Are Long’. Thus, a slight diminuendo from Matthews’s 
electronics will act as a cue for Peyton Jones to bring the ensemble back in for ‘And 
The Days Are Long’. Peyton Jones’s role as conductor is revisited with regards to 
the transition: 
I just want to get that very right. That thing where you put your bells down. 
We’re ready, but I don’t think I’ll do that [gesture] until I’m almost ready to 
start you, because I’ll leave a bit more time for Kaffe - for those bells from 
Kaffe to die down. And then I’ll put my hand up, OK? But I’ll be checking 
that you’re all ready as well. 
(Peyton Jones, 2012) 
 
This begins to reveal how the transitional elements of the programme require 
additional approaches to conducting. Typical structures for ‘entries’ and ‘closes’ in 
conducting are challenged where electronic interludes adjoin endings and beginnings 
of material. As conductor, Peyton Jones is no longer in control: he must wait and 
response to Matthews’s cue (diminuendo). Finally, Clip#5.7 illustrates a ‘mutual 
understanding’ (Pollard, 2005) between composers in support of a collaborative 
relationship. Peyton Jones waits patiently as Matthews engages in conversation with 
the sound technician. By communicating ‘Kaffe’s busy at the moment’ to Regular 
Music II, apologising for interruption, and waiting until Matthews is available to 
talk, it is evident that Peyton Jones respects Matthews’s needs. This illustrates a 
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fluidity the relationship between Matthews and Peyton Jones: at times they are 
working together, on the same task, sharing ideas (i.e. collaboration, aligned with 
Pollard, 2005; Taylor, 2016 etc.), yet at other times their relationship is very much 
disconnected: they are working on different tasks, not sharing ideas, but merely 
working at the same time. They both have their own objectives of which some are 
shared.  
Despite a lack on notation, rehearsing (‘playing’ and ‘talking’ about) the ‘Tam Tam 
& Bells’ introduction as seen in Clips #5.1 – #5.7 has both strengthened Peyton 
Jones’s initial ideas and translated them to the performers. It is evident that the 
performers are clear about what will happen in performance. Furthermore, they will 
rely solely on the composer-conductor’s cues. The duration of the piece and its 
transition into ‘And The Days Are Long’ remains undetermined, placing further 
emphasis on the need to respond to Peyton Jones’s cues. What has become clear, is 
that Matthews cannot be rushed to begin ‘And The Days Are Long’. Because of this, 
the she is placed in control of the duration, and Peyton Jones will respond when she 
is ready, communicated by a diminuendo. Figure 5.16 is a transcription of the ideas 
discussed and practiced in rehearsal. Firstly, presenting the decisions in this way 
helps to illustrate the analysis, and secondly, this transcription allows the 
preservation of ideas that would otherwise be lost. Furthermore, the transcription 
could be used for future performances. 
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Figure 5.16 Transcription of Tam Tam and Hand Bells & Transition into And The Days Are Long 
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5.3.2 TRAIL2 
 Clip#5.8 shows Peyton Jones communicating the logistics of the transition from 
‘Tam Tam and Bells’ into ‘And The Days Are Long’ to the ensemble. Matthews’s 
transition has logistical advantages for the ensemble: it provides the opportunity for 
the performers to prepare (e.g. picking up their instrument(s)) for ‘And The Days 
Are Long’. In a typical programme this time and space is conventionally filled by 
audience applause, followed by waiting in silence for the next work. An interlude of 
electronics provides the opportunity for the performers to prepare where pressures of 
time and space are relieved. Instead, the audience’s focus is drawn to other sonic 
material.  
The transition into ‘And The Days Are Long’ is discussed and practiced again during 
the fourth day of rehearsal (  Clip#5.9). Clips 54.5 and #5.6 have shown that the 
crossfade between ‘Tam Tam and Bells’ and the drone at the beginning of ‘And The 
Days Are Long’ does not enter until around bar 12 – something Peyton Jones 
requested to Matthews to be during bar 1. Clip#5.9 shows Peyton Jones reiterating 
this. In the subsequent practice the drone enters at bar three, however Peyton Jones’s 
attention returns to the diminuendo of  ‘Tam Tam and Bells’ (discussed at the end of 
5.4.1). This prompts an exchange of requests between the composers. On the one 
hand Peyton Jones is turning to Matthews to give direction on the electronics (the 
diminuendo) – this is continuous throughout the rehearsals. On the other hand 
Matthews responds by offering direction to Peyton Jones. Both exchanges concern 
dynamics: Peyton Jones says the tam tam and bells sample faded too much, whilst 
Matthews says the ensemble was not loud or energetic enough. Analysing the 
entirety of the rehearsal footage reveals that Matthews very rarely makes suggestions 
to Peyton Jones regarding the ensemble: the majority of co-composer discussion 
focusses on timbral, textural (or presence) and structural roles of the electronics. 
However, when Matthews does comment on the ensemble (for example as seen in 
Clip#5.9), regions of communication within the ensemble are revealed: Matthews 
does not directly converse with her co-performers to instruct more volume and 
energy. Very rarely does Matthews engage in direct discussion with the other 
performers. Instead, this is mediated through Peyton Jones, who communicates 
Matthews’s requests to the performers. By doing so Peyton Jones’s role now extends 
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to communicate not only his own demands to Regular Music II, but also those of the 
collaborator. Although Matthews seems segregated from the ensemble, the 
advantage of this partition, which allows a composer-conductor to mediate ideas 
between performers, fashions an orderly rehearsal process. The decision to rehearse 
in this way was not something discussed prior to rehearsal, but rather evolved 
throughout rehearsal by Peyton Jones’s parallel role as a conductor, and Matthews’s 
parallel role as a performer, i.e. this communicative hierarchy was not a decision, 
instead it just happened. Thus, this clip shows that the conductor has reverted to a 
stereotypical hegemonic role similar to that of a composer-director for classical 
music. 
There are no further discussions on the entry of the drone, however further practices 
can be viewed in  Clip#5.10 and  Clip#5.11. These show the crossfade 
becoming increasingly refined in dynamic and shape. 
TRAIL2 focuses on this drone. During the pre-rehearsal conversation (APPENDIX 
L, 2012) Peyton Jones explained that he omitted an original cello pedal note. 
Matthews’s role was to replace this part with a drone: how she would do this would 
be her decision. The rehearsal shows that the sound Matthews has created revolves 
around a pre-recorded sample of a real cello. (This can be heard exclusively without 
the tam tam and bells crossfade in  Clip#5.12). In interview with Peyton Jones, he 
says: 
[In] ‘And The Days are Long’, I deleted, omitted certain parts to allow Kaffe 
[…] there was a cello part for instance that we didn’t have, because Kaffe 
would do it instead. What’s quite interesting is that Kaffe used a cello sound. 
I said to her “look the cello is doing this, but there won’t be a cello there, so 
why don’t you do something instead” – I didn’t necessarily expect her to use 
a cello. It was easy to omit the cello because it had a specific role in that 
piece which was to hold a drone against the stabbed chords. So that was a 
really easy decision to make – Kaffe does it instead. I was quite open to 
Kaffe doing something quite different. 
(APPENDIX Q: Peyton Jones, 2012: 368) 
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The original acoustic cello part in Peyton Jones’s score has been replaced with 
Matthews’s sample of a cello. In rehearsal (e.g. Clip#5.12) the timbre of the cello 
and the resonance of its natural harmonics can be heard.  The sample coincides with 
the harmonic framework of ‘And The Days Are Long’: the tonic of C natural 
provides the fundamental of the harmonic series (Figure 5.17) and the partials of the 
fundamental (Figure 5.18) resonate where Matthews’s cellist has used sul ponticello, 
(bowing close to the bridge): ‘bowing in the ponticello region produces many high 
overtones [partials], resulting in a thin, nasal, glassy, or sometimes metallic sound. 
At the extreme, the fundamental pitch will nearly or completely disappear (Rolen, 
2014). 
 
Figure 5.17 Harmonic Series of Fundamental C Natural 
 
 
Figure 5.18 Partials of Fundamental 
 
Both the fundamental and its partials are clear in Matthews’s sample where the bow 
moves closer to and further from the bridge. Further from the bridge allows the C 
natural to ground the tonic within the harmonic framework, whereas closer to the 
bridge allows the short wavelengths (partials) to resonate at a frequency with 
amplitude that overpowers the fundamental. This is seen in Chad Berchek’s cello 
tone analysis (2009) where the amplitude of harmonics is measured in relation to the 
fundamental dependent on the placement of the bow on the string: 
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Playing over the end of the fingerboard gives a gentle sound, while playing 
right next to the bridge gives a harsher, brighter sound. The graph below 
shows how this fact is reflected in the harmonics […] show[ing] the strength 
of the harmonics relative to the fundamental. The bars labelled ‘fingerboard’ 
were played over the end of the fingerboard, while the bars labelled ‘bridge’ 
were played very close to the bridge. 
(Berchek, 2009) 
 
Movement towards and away from the bridge allowed Matthews to record a sample 
with dynamic, textural, and tonal shaping of the pedal note. This is illustrated in the 
diagram below (Figure 5.19) How she uses this sample in performance is discussed 
in Chapter 5. How this cello part interacts with the original music is discussed in the 
next section (TRAIL 3) concerning performer-performer interactions in ‘And The 
Days Are Long’. 
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Figure 5.19 Creating natural resonances from (partials of) the fundamental C through lateral bow movement
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5.3.3 TRAIL3 
In the pre-rehearsal discussion Peyton Jones and Matthews specifically discussed 
that in Section B (Rehearsal Mark L) of ‘And The Days Are Long’ there would be an 
interactive wash of sound between electronics and performers (specifically Smith 
[electric guitar]). However in rehearsal (  Clip#5.13) Peyton Jones and Matthews 
discuss and practice how the electronics (cello sample) (TRAIL 2) will interact with 
Smith’s guitar part in section Aiii (from Rehearsal Mark K [b.164] through the 48 
bars that run up to Section B [b.212]). The clip reinforces Peyton Jones’s role as 
mediator: by explaining the interaction between electronics and electric guitar to 
both Matthews and Smith, the composer-conductor creates the communicative 
bridge between the performers – at no point do Matthews and Smith exchange 
dialogue. 
Further rehearsals of the guitar-electronics interaction in section Aiii (b.164 – b.212) 
show Matthews missing her cue for the cello sample at Rehearsal mark K leaving the 
swelling texture solely with electric guitar. The example of this (  Clip#5.14) 
illustrates a contrast in performance practices between conventional acoustic 
performers and electronics performers: that is, that Peyton Jones is working 
conventionally conducting Regular Music II in bars, however Matthews works with 
time/duration by hearing sound and moment(s) as opposed to bars. In the previous 
clip she is seen querying where this (the entry of the cello sample) exact moment is.  
This contrast is not initially problematic for Peyton Jones as he restarts the rehearsal 
of the section straight away. However immediately restarting the section reveals a 
further issue with communication: Matthews is clearly rushed at the mixing desk to 
start the cello sample. This miscommunication can be the result of two possible 
factors. Firstly, Matthews is sat in front of the ensemble but behind the conductor as 
illustrated in Figure 5.20 
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Figure 5.20 Seating Positions of Matthews, Peyton Jones, and RMII 
 
Interviewing Peyton Jones and Matthews reveals the reasoning behind this set-up. 
(APPENDIX V). The reason concerns Matthews ability to hear what she is doing 
spatially. In the pre-concert talk at Bristol (31 May 2012), Peyton Jones commented, 
I wanted Kaffe to be onstage with us just to actually signal to the audience 
that Kaffe is actually doing something live: that where you hear this sound 
that’s actually coming out of the speakers is being produced there and then, 
[…] Kaffe’s actually interacting with it. [And] that’s quite important with 
people using electronics: you signal that to the audience. So ideally I’d have 
had Kaffe onstage but then Kaffe couldn’t really hear properly what she was 
doing. She has to be in the auditorium, so there’s a bit of a distance between 
us – something we’ve had to overcome. 
(APPENDIX V: Peyton Jones, 31 May 2012: 632) 
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By ‘overcoming’, Peyton Jones means that this caused difficulties for himself, 
acknowledging the difficulties that Matthews would have experienced had she been 
sat on stage outweighed his own. This reveals something of the relationship between 
Peyton Jones and Matthews. This is collaborative and not directive (Hayden and 
Windsor, 2007), with regards to ‘respect’ and ‘acknowledgement’ of the needs of 
others (Pollard, 2005). Peyton Jones wished for Matthews to sit on stage to allow the 
audience to see her work amongst the ensemble to communicate the element of 
‘liveness’ in performance. This is returned to in Chapter 5. However, importantly 
Peyton Jones acknowledged Matthews’s need to be seated behind him from the 
outset during the pre-rehearsal discussion: 
JPJ: Being on stage makes it difficult for you [Kaffe] in terms of hearing. 
KM: I know at the end of the day the audience, they’ll get a better 
[experience] I think. I will know what the audience are getting is much better. 
(APPENDIX L: 27 April 2012: 303) 
 
Additionally, Peyton Jones has discussed this seating arrangement in interview: 
I would have liked Kaffe to have been on stage, but this was a real dichotomy 
and compromise – a completely understandable one – because Kaffe 
wouldn’t have minded being on stage, she could see my point. I said to her 
first “I’d like you to be on stage,” […] she was prepared to be on stage, 
except, she said “well If I am on stage I won’t be able to monitor properly” 
because she’s throwing sound all around the room. There’s no way she could 
monitor what she was doing spatially, by sitting on stage. So she had to sit in 
the auditorium, preferably right in the middle.  
(APPENDIX R: 19 March 2014: 574) 
In an interview with Matthews, she comments: 
I needed to be off stage in Endings. [It’s] nothing to do with seeing Jeremy, 
it’s hearing. I cannot hear what I’m doing on stage. […] You need to be able 
to hear what’s going on. Because I am mixing, making, processing myself 
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with the ensemble, and not just through stereo but through six speakers. I 
need to be able to be within the audience and within the auditorium to be able 
to hear that. 
(APPENDIX T: 19 March 2014: 599) 
 
Being positioned behind Peyton Jones in rehearsal causes some communication 
issues as seen in Clip#4.14: the restart is not clear to Matthews. By having his back 
to Matthews in rehearsal, Peyton Jones cannot so easily communicate with her: he 
cannot maintain eye contact, and gestural communication (including conducting) 
also becomes difficult. 
The second possible reason that Matthews misses the cue is that she is rushed. 
Matthews requires more time to set up the cello sample. Working with electronics 
requires preparation of material that may require additional time. It is not clear in 
rehearsal what Matthews’s working processes are. This is, however, discussed in 
greater detail in Chapter 6, where Matthews’s performance practices are revealed. 
Despite issues with communication and pressure between the composers, the 
electronics and guitar fuse to form an undulating interactive texture. Peyton Jones 
communicates the ‘better shape’ of the electric guitar whilst gesturally reiterating its 
interplay with the electronics by alternating a point of hand between Matthews and 
Smith. 
Rehearsing section Aiii (Rehearsal Mark K – L) the following day (21 May 2012) 
reveals Matthews’s experimental role (as a co-composer) (  Clip#5.15). The cello 
is noticeably absent in this clip: Matthews’s focus is elsewhere, then shortly 
approaches Peyton Jones for discussion. Importantly, this is only one of a small 
number of times during the entire rehearsal process where she leaves her seat to 
converse with him. The discussion between Matthews and Peyton Jones (  
Clip#5.16) concerns her idea to sample the ensemble live, distributing fragments of 
the original material between the speakers (something Matthews refers to as 
‘shards’). Peyton Jones suggests trying her idea. He says, ‘I think, if you do 
anything, it’s got to be, not individual moments, but something <gestures> rumbly, 
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or… I don’t actually know. I mean it might not need anything until the cello comes 
back in’ 
 
This example illustrates one level of negotiation during rehearsal. By making 
suggestions about what she could do, Matthews’s behaviour aligns with Argyris and 
Schon’s ‘open-loop’ environment (1974) as a practising performer who creates 
compositional ideas. On the one hand Peyton Jones is certain regarding the 
continuity of the cello, but on the other hand he is uncertain about Matthews’s idea 
because the communication is unclear: Matthews’s has trouble explaining what it is 
she will try. Throughout ‘And The Days Are Long’, Matthews has a specific part to 
fulfil (recreating the pre-composed cello), however this example illustrates the 
composers’ joint desire and flexibility to experiment with other forms of pre-
composed material. Instead of declining, Peyton Jones is open for Matthews to try 
out her ideas. This behaviour seems closer to a performer-composer relationship, as 
Peyton Jones seems to be at the top of the hierarchy. However, even as a composer-
performer relationship, it is most closely identified to Hayden and Windsor’s 
collaborative relationship. The idea is practised in  Clip#5.17: segments of 
recorded material from the band are heard through the speakers at seemingly random 
moments, causing confusion amongst the instrumentalists. The clip illustrates two 
concurrent processes: the ensemble is rehearsing its pre-composed parts (conducted 
by Peyton Jones), whilst simultaneously Matthews is experimenting with the 
ensemble’s material. This parallel ‘dual-process’ continues throughout rehearsal, 
where one composer’s unpredictable ideas are trialled and tested alongside the other 
composer’s fixed ideas set in notation.  Clip#5.18 shows both composers 
reflecting on the results of this dual-process. Peyton Jones asks (to Matthews) ‘how 
did that sound? - it’s hard for me to hear’, to which she replies, ‘well um, […] it 
could be a mess. Because I mean I suppose what’s happening is that I’m wanting to 
build the space. So that’s what I was doing, but it could just interfere’. 
Reinforcing the importance of the cello at Rehearsal Mark K, Peyton Jones 
encourages Matthews to continue trialling the idea, despite his uncertainty. He does 
not allow the shards to be tried again: he continues the rehearsal at the end of the 
section (eight bars prior to L) which does not offer Matthews the opportunity to 
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experiment (  Clip#5.19). Clip#5.19 does however illustrate the interactivity 
between Matthews and Smith (electric guitar) during Aiii. In additional footage (  
Clip#5.20) Matthews experiments further in Aiii by adding a processed tam tam and 
bells sample to the cello texture. The sample is pitched lower than the original 
opening tone, but importantly phases in and out alongside the cello and guitar in a 
similar shape. It is interesting that there is no conversation surrounding this, given 
that both composers had previously negotiated Matthews’s experimental decisions. 
This clip is evidence of Peyton Jones allowing Matthews to improvise without 
collaboratively deciding what does work and what does not. 
The experimental aspect of Matthews’s role within the concurrent dual-process 
continues through the evolution of TRAIL 3: ‘And the Days are Long’, Section B: an 
electronic wash of texture synchronously melds between electronics with electric 
guitar (tremolando/string patting) (  Clip#5.21). The idea for electronics in Section 
B were not defined during the pre-rehearsal conversation, and in rehearsal still 
remains vague. Where previously (Sections Ai – Aiii]) Peyton Jones was very clear 
on the role of the electronics regarding the cello sample, in Section B he seems 
unsure of the electronics. All that is clear is that he requires the electronics to meld 
into the texture. This leaves Matthews to decide, develop and experiment with her 
own ideas. This is evident in  Clip#5.22 where Peyton Jones approaches 
Matthews to discuss the experimental nature of her role: ‘Kaffe, how are you doing 
in this? Are you happy? Are you trying stuff out? Yes? So we’ll just carry on while 
you try stuff out yes?’ This suggests their relationship in practice trends towards 
Sawyer’s diachronic collaboration (in Barrett, 2014), but does not exclusively align. 
Although the composers are together, in the same space (synchronic), they are 
focussing on their own creativities, exploring their own ‘part’. Although they may be 
practising synchronously, their behaviours are not synchronized. 
The length of Section B is explained to the performers in  Clip#5.23: having 
originally extended the section, Peyton Jones decides to shorten it by cutting 20 bars 
between bar 251 and 270 inclusive. The cut does not immediately seem to affect 
Matthews’s role as a co-composer or performer, but importantly Peyton Jones does 
not consult Matthews on the decision for the cut, nor the impact the cut may have on 
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the electronics. In this sense Matthews is treated as a performer, as Peyton Jones 
makes edits to his own original score. When asked in interview (APPENDIX Q: 30 
October 2012) about the extended durations and making cuts/stopping within his 
minimalist structures (e.g. Section B), he says: 
Exactly. When do you decide to stop? That is a question that is absolutely 
pertinent to the way I create music. Because it’s a question I struggle with all 
the time – when do I decide to stop? Because with ‘And the Days are Long’, 
I do have the idea of extending that piece, the second half the piece, to almost 
twice the length. But if I did that, I would want to introduce more 
instrumental and vocal forces. But I’d love to have this idea, that that 
cadence, that rocking between two chords [Section B] went on for a very 
long time, but after a while you’d have four extra musicians appearing, and 
thickening the texture. So in a sense it’s growing and continuing at the same 
time, not just completely static. Because I did add some extra repetitions of 
it, and we cut them in rehearsal. 
(APPENDIX Q: Peyton Jones, 30 October 2012: 568) 
When Matthews was asked (APPENDIX T: 19 March 2014) whether or not the cut 
made by Peyton Jones was difficult for her to adapt to and work with, she says 
It can be [difficult] yeah. I remember that bit – it was a bit of a shame 
actually because I was using something to get from there to there and he took 
my thing away. You see, for Jeremy he might have been doing something 
with his instruments, but I was doing something else with mine. 
(APPENDIX T: Matthews, 19 March 2014: 601) 
Matthews was then asked, ‘As a co-composer with Jeremy, how restrained were you 
to push for ideas, for example saying ‘no, I think we should do it the long way, I 
think we shouldn’t omit/cut that bit because I have all this material’?: 
This was a collaboration but it was not a ‘co-‘ collaboration. I was not co-
composer. He was the chief. I was there to fulfil an idea he had for his 
composition. And that was because, not that was a power, a control freak or 
anything, it was more that it’s his music that he had written that he had spent 
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all these years on and all these people had been rehearsing. I come in as an 
invited artist. It doesn’t matter that it’s written down, it’s to do with the fact 
that he had conceived a sculpture, if you like, he had made this object and he 
was inviting me to enhance the subject if you like. So, my role was much 
more fluid. 
(APPENDIX T: Matthews, 19 March 2014: 602) 
 
It is clear from Matthews’s response that although the 20-bar cut in Section B caused 
some transitional issues for her in rehearsal with regards to her own material, she felt 
that Peyton Jones’s original material gave him the authority to make edits, despite 
the impact it may have on her own material. During rehearsal, it is only after trialling 
a shorter version where Peyton Jones then consults Matthews on the 20-bar cut (  
Clip#5.24): 
What do you think about shorter? I think perhaps do it shorter. I think less is 
more in this situation. I had this idea for this piece that actually while we’re 
doing this we’re actually joined by a choir somewhere - they start joining in, 
going on for a long, long, long, long time. People walking in onto the stage. 
 (Peyton Jones, 2012) 
 
Although Matthews initially agrees with the idea for the shorter version, her own 
decision is changed by Peyton Jones’s mention of a choir. The clip reveals an 
interesting dynamic within the group: discussing the length of the section with 
Matthews seems to encourage the instrumentalists to express their ideas, an example 
showing how the initial conversation between composers spreads to the performers. 
The conventional composer-performer hierarchy of relationships breaks down where 
a composer also holds a performance role. In this clip the performers see Matthews 
as a co-performer offering her opinion, which seems to open the floor to their own 
opinions. Firstly Askew expresses her thoughts, being keen on the idea, further 
suggesting Matthews could ‘easily’ make a choir. Matthews says, ‘Yeah I can easily 
do a choir. If we get everybody to just sing it. I’m so fond of you saying a choir 
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because that’s what I’ve wanted to do for years’, despite Peyton Jones being resistant 
to the idea: ‘ yeah that’s the long version, I don’t think we should be doing the long 
version. It’s just it’s the very first piece. Let’s think about it.’ 
The performers then begin to make further suggestions: Askew suggests reprising it 
in the longer state later in the programme, whilst Hayward agrees that the short 
version is better: ‘I think the 20 bar cut is a good idea. I think it’s too early to have a 
piece that long.’ The break down in a hierarchy of a typical ‘closed-loop’ composer-
performer relationship promotes open-loop discussions between composers and 
performers, where initially the conversation began between composers. Matthews’s 
role as both a composer and a performer causes the directive relationship between 
Peyton Jones and the ensemble to trend towards a more interactive relationship, 
where the composer would consider decisions made by the performers: ‘I might be 
swayed […] but yes I think it’s too early in the programme to have that mood of 
going on and on and on’ (Peyton Jones, 2012). 
 
Thus, it can be suggested that Matthews’s role (both as a performer and a composer 
who has an influence on the composite of the programme) may initiate the 
instrumentalists to vocalise their own thoughts on aspects of the music that would 
otherwise remain hidden within a typical ‘closed-loop’ (Argyris and Schon, 1974) 
directive (Hayden and Windsor, 2007) relationship. Peyton Jones’s composer-
conductor directorship with the performers is re-established by taking control of the 
conversation by suggesting to ‘think about it’ followed by continuing to rehearse the 
shorter version (  Clip#5.25). No further negotiations (between composers or 
performers) on the length of Section B arise throughout the rehearsal period, thus it 
can be assumed that the 20-bar cut will happen in performance.  
Clip#5.25 also offers an insight into the interactive wash between the guitar 
tremolando and electronics Discussion between composers (  Clip#5.26) shows 
Peyton Jones consulting Matthews on this section (B), where Matthews reveals the 
requisites of her role within the preparatory process in the collaboration: ‘I’m still 
not really finding what I want for the second (half). I mean I know what I want so I 
just… I think – there are these pitched things that I wanted to do and I can’t hear 
them in here. I need to go in my studio’ (Matthews, 2012). 
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In some cases seen in previous clips, a process of trial-and-error works for the 
electronics. However, in this example as a result of trialling, Matthews must return to 
individual working in the studio to revise her ideas. This reveals that a ‘synchronous’ 
collaboration (Sawyer, in Barrett, 2014) here cannot work. Instead, Matthews 
requests, to some extent, diachronic collaboration, however a diachronic 
collaboration that will return to a ‘synchronous’ collaboration: Matthews needs to 
work on her on, in her own space, with regards to her own contribution, however 
will then return with the material to re-instate the ‘synchronous’ collaboration with 
the guitar. Although Peyton Jones’s response is seemingly understanding for this 
need, it is clear Peyton Jones and Matthews have different agendas. Clip#5.26 is 
extracted from footage of the final day of rehearsal (21 May 2012). Here, Peyton 
Jones’s main concerns are with rehearsal time: he is seen consulting Matthews on the 
extent to which the interaction is working. Due to time restrictions (given the final 
day of rehearsal), he is eager to confirm everything is running smoothly. However, 
Matthews is uncertain about her electronics, and is clear about requiring further time 
on her own to rework her ideas. The rehearsal environment does not allow Matthews 
the time or equipment to make the edits. Returning to the studio allows her to work 
exclusively without interacting with the band or engaging in collaborative discussion 
with Peyton Jones. Thus, Peyton Jones is left in a position where, although both 
composers acknowledge there will be a given amount of time prior to the first 
performance for setting up, he must entrust Matthews to make the necessary 
revisions and edits to the electronics in preparation for performance. 
The integrated electronics and guitar texture during Section B is seen in  
Clip#5.27 where the composers and performers trial the end of the work where no 
electronic interlude will adjoin to the following piece (‘The Valley’). The 
relationship between Peyton Jones and both the ensemble and Matthews remains 
directive (Hayden and Windsor, 2007): Peyton Jones turns to Matthews asking her to 
sustain the texture and to be conducted off with the rest of the performers. This 
requires Matthews as a performer to respond to the gestural cues given by Peyton 
Jones, where although Matthews’s seating position allows her to see and react to this 
cue, Peyton Jones must entrust in Matthews that she is watching him as he will not 
be able to make eye contact with her. Although there will be no interlude, it is here 
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where Peyton Jones explains to the performers how a set of transitions will function 
between a number of other pieces in the programme (  Clip#5.28): 
There will be a note in the programme to say that each half the programme is 
an interval in that each half will be continuous, and normally, the audience 
would be completely aware of that because Kaffe’s sound will continue 
through the pieces. This is the only time it won’t. So they might well start 
applauding but we still want to carry on pretty well straight away so then 
they’ll stop, and then we’ll go. 
(Peyton Jones, 2012) 
 
Thus, the conductor and performers must adapt to transitional interludes between 
pieces. Although there is no interlude following ‘And The Days Are Long’, a reprise 
of the tam tam and bells sample is evident in the electronics when Peyton Jones 
brings off both Matthews and his ensemble. Having previously consulted Harrison 
on the necessity to conduct the opening tempo for ‘The Valley’, Peyton Jones does 
not count Harrison in, but alternatively nods to indicate the start. Here the duration of 
the transition is around three seconds. The dual process (somewhat diachronic 
[Sawyer in Barrett, 2014]) between composers is evident in both Clip#5.28 and  
Clip#5.29. Matthews’s experiments with sound continue: she explains her intentions 
regarding the reprise of the tam tam and bells sample, whilst Peyton Jones’s focus is 
on refining the fixed elements, clarifying for Matthews the end of the piece (after 
four tolls of the bell). Both the ring of the tam tam and bells, and a clean ending to 
the work is evident in Clip#5.29, where again there is a three second interval before 
Peyton Jones gives Harrison his cue. Figure 5.21 expresses this qualitative data by 
illustrating the results of TRAILS 1 – 3 developed through rehearsal. Graphics in red 
illustrate non-fixed possible ideas. Graphics in black illustrate fixed, decided ideas. 
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Figure 5.21 Development of TRAILS 1 – 3 featuring in ‘And The Days Are Long’ through rehearsal 
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5.3.4 TRAIL4 
The focus of TRAIL4 concerns the use of spoken statistics in ‘The Valley’. This is 
initially discussed in rehearsal between Peyton Jones and the instrumentalists in 
Matthews’s absence (  Clip#5.30): 
When I worked with Kaffe on this, she felt immediately that we should have 
the talking over - the statistics you were reading. So I’ll find those. We don’t 
need to do them today - we’ll try them next time. 
(Peyton Jones, 11 May 2012) 
 
This illustrates two points. Firstly, by explaining Matthews’s feelings (about the 
spoken words), Peyton Jones allows her voice as a decision-making co-composer to 
be heard by the performers, i.e. although Matthews is not present in this example, 
Peyton allows the performers to build an awareness of Matthews’s role as a 
composer. The second point concerns the how they will be rehearsed: Peyton Jones  
says ‘try them’ as opposed to ‘do them’, leaving the idea of spoken statistics as 
unfixed. i.e. currently spoken statistics will not definitely feature, however they will 
be trialled and tested when Matthews is present.  
During the first rehearsal with Matthews (  Clip#5.31) (20 May 2012) the 
statistics are not used: the opening of ‘The Valley’ is rehearsed with the sung vocal 
lines only. It is only during the fourth and final day of rehearsals (21 May 2012) 
where the statistics are rehearsed. Firstly Peyton Jones once again explains to the 
performers how the spoken statistics will feature, continuing to discuss in terms of 
‘trying and testing’ whilst handing out pages of statistics (  Clip#5.32). Peyton 
Jones specifically directs that only the singers (Pappenheim and Askew) and strings 
(Elder and Taylor) will read them: 
I want to try one thing, which is the opening of ‘The Valley’ please. We first 
did this in a show and there was quite a lot of action on stage which featured 
people reading out statistics, and I wasn’t going to do that. When Kaffe heard 
it she though ‘ah that sounds pretty good’ so I’d like to just try it. […] Could 
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we try Melanie and Rebecca, and Benedict and Ruth. In the opening section 
of The Valley, before you start singing, and perhaps even continuing until 
you play, can you read out […] these statistics. 
(Peyton Jones, 21 May 2012) 
 
In initial trials (  Clip#5.33) Peyton Jones directs the text to be spoken from the 
beginning of ‘The Valley’. Although the original idea stems from his own work, 
Peyton Jones directs how the spoken words will feature, despite them being 
Matthews’s idea to include them in performance. Matthews remains absent from this 
trialling process. However requesting a live feed from the voices to the technician 
(Clip#5.33) reveals Matthews’s own approach to the spoken words. Here the dual 
process is experimental on both sides where both forms of experimentation are 
individual processes but interrelated: Peyton Jones’s agenda is concerned with 
testing how the statistics will work within the ensemble, whereas Matthews is 
working separately with these voices for her own electroacoustic material. Thus the 
collaboration is ‘synchronous’ as both composers are working on the same idea at 
the same time, and in the same space. However, such synchronization focusses on 
different aspects of the idea, and their focuses and behaviours, although on the same 
idea, do not interact. This behaviour is certainly collaborative (Taylor, 2014), 
however sits between a synchronic and diachronic relationship. Consultation 
between composers at the end of the clip reinforces the notion of a shared decision-
making process. However the consultation concerns the acoustic voices, ‘yes that’s 
going to work’ (Peyton Jones, 21 May 2012) as opposed to Matthews’s live 
sampling of the voices. This is reinforced in  Clip#5.34, showing another 
rehearsal of this section where the spoken vocals are still heard only through the 
performers’ microphones: there is no form of electronic output. However, requesting 
a feed from the vocals implies Matthews’s intentions to distribute the speech around 
the space – this however remains unfixed and is not practiced in rehearsal. Thus, the 
use of spoken statistics in the ensemble (Pappenheim, Askew, Elder and Taylor) is 
definite, however the use of live-sampled statistics (Matthews) is implied, but not 
definite. 
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5.3.5 TRAIL5 
In the original theatre production, ‘The Valley’ featured on-stage fans, creating the 
sound and effects of wind. It was decided between composers in the pre-rehearsal 
discussion that Matthews will create a wind soundscape, and that this soundscape 
will develop (texture and volume) throughout ‘The Valley’ to a point where it 
completely ‘drowns out’ the ensemble music.  
The types of sound (timbres) of an electronic wind soundscape in ‘The Valley’ are 
first evident in  Clip#5.35 (20 May, 2012) where Matthews is heard preparing the 
sonic material. This clip reveals three aspects. Firstly, the rehearsal structure is not 
entirely fixed by the conductor, i.e. it is clear that Peyton Jones is open to 
Matthews’s time-requirements to rehearse, re-rehearse, and prepare material where 
necessary. Secondly, this is because of Matthews’s experimental role, which Peyton 
Jones identifies: ‘I imagine you’re (Matthews) just playing around. I’m leaving you 
to it’ (20 May 2012). This reinforces the previously identified dual-rehearsal process: 
Peyton Jones is working with the ensemble whilst Matthews tries and tests her ideas. 
The third point concerns Peyton Jones’s verbal communication with the ensemble: 
In ‘The Valley’, towards the end, whatever Kaffe’s doing, her sound will 
overwhelm us. So we’ll be sort of submerged, swamped in Kaffe’s sound by 
the end of ‘The Valley’. So don’t be alarmed if you can’t hear yourself and 
you’re being overwhelmed. That is what’s supposed to happen. 
(Peyton Jones, 20 May 2012) 
 
Communicating the function of the electronics to the performers allows the ensemble 
a level of awareness of Matthews’s practices. Allowing the performers to be aware 
of Matthews’s part is an important aspect of the rehearsal process. In this example 
the electronics provide an intrusive texture intersecting the ensemble that may be 
distracting or off-putting for the instrumentalists. Knowing this allows the 
performers an understanding of Matthews’s process, communicated through the 
composer-conductor. 
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 Clip #5.36 and  Clip#5.37 additionally reveal the types of sounds Matthews 
uses in practice. Clip#4.36 reveals two core sounds: firstly a swirling timbre that has 
a flickering tremolando quality, and secondly a small number of slowly descending 
and ascending glissandi sine tones within a medium-to-high pitched range. Clip#5.37 
reveals a third sound: a crackly, bass rumble.  
Negotiations between composers on the types of sounds and the overwhelming 
volume of the electronics at the end of ‘The Valley’ is seen in  Clip #4.38 and  
Clip#4.39. Peyton Jones says ‘there was one sustained pitch you had, early on, which 
wasn’t quite working I felt. Do you know the one I mean?’ (20 May, 2012). After 
both composers agree that this pitch did not work, Clip#4.39 shows rehearsal of the 
ending of ‘The Valley’ again, where Peyton Jones is happy with the results: ‘Good, 
yeah - I like the rumbling, the rumbling stuff, works really well… and yeah, all 
good’ (20 May, 2012). 
In these clips the dialogue between composers centres on Peyton Jones’s ideas: he 
consults Matthews as opposed to vice versa. This direction of communication 
between composers is apparent throughout the majority of rehearsal time: only on 
rare occasions does Matthews consult Peyton Jones or initiate conversation with 
him. Instead, Matthews’s responses/comments are often explanatory about her 
process. Clip#5.39 exemplifies this: she both verbally and gesturally communicates 
her intentions to work spatially with the soundscape: ‘it’ll all be flying around, going 
round like that’ (20 May, 2012). The quantitative analysis shows this: Peyton Jones 
occupies the majority of conversation time between the collaborators. However here 
it is clear that this is because Matthews does not require more talk time. This is 
‘synchronous’ (Sawyer, in Barrett, 2014) ‘collaboration’ (Taylor, 2016), irrespective 
of how much time each collaborator is talking.  Clip#5.40 offers a run-through of 
the rehearsal during the following day (21 May, 2012), where the early sustained 
pitch is absent, but the glissandi ascending and descending sine tones remain clear. 
In the previous clips the soundscape begins to fade into the texture throughout 
Section A. This entry is not discussed between composers, however the composers 
do discuss the specific moment where electronics intersect and overpower the 
ensemble: this must happen during the Outro section, after the key change 
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[Rehearsal Mark L]). This provides the grounds for an electronic interlude into the 
next piece ‘Stunde Null: Running’ (TRAIL6). 
 
5.3.6 TRAIL6 
The transition between ‘The Valley’ and ‘Stunde Null: Running’ marks the first 
electronic interlude in the programme. Discussion between composers (  
Clip#5.41) reveals the process by which the transition is rehearsed: the electronics at 
the end of ‘The Valley’ intersect the ensemble and continue to form the interlude – 
the ensemble will then enter and the electronics will continue throughout ‘Stunde 
Null: Running’. Here the relationship between Peyton Jones and Matthews is 
characteristically that of a directive conductor/composer with a performer: Peyton 
Jones clearly directs Matthews (Hayden and Windsor, 2007). The opening of the clip 
also shows Peyton Jones directing Hayward to use more toms to create a ‘fuller 
sound’ throughout: ‘in this case, more is more’. This specific direction is pursued 
further through TRAIL8 alongside Peyton Jones’s instruction to Matthews to create 
a ‘frenetic, dirty sound’. 
 Clip#5.42 reveals the experimental nature of the transition when rehearsed for 
the first time: ‘we’ll just see what happens’ (Peyton Jones, 20 May 2012) four bars 
prior to the key change (Rehearsal Mark L). The practices of the conductor and 
instrumentalists are extended by the need to communicate the transition. Firstly 
Peyton Jones must gesture the end of the ‘The Valley’ and the opening of ‘Stunde 
Null: Running’ whilst Matthews continues to perform. Secondly the instrumentalists 
must be increasingly attentive and responsive to Peyton Jones where a conventional 
interlude of applause and silence is replaced by additional performance material. In 
first practice (Clip#5.42) the interlude lasts around 25 seconds. Subsequent 
discussion between composers (  Clip#5.43) shows Peyton Jones resuming a 
directive relationship with Matthews as a performer, where he is clear of his 
expectations of the electronics: 
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Kaffe I felt you actually overwhelmed us a bit too early in ‘The Valley’. 
Where we change key, we should still be heard quite clearly there. It’s after 
we’ve done that that you really overwhelm us [gestures]. 
(Peyton Jones, 2012) 
 
This is an expansion of TRAIL5: Matthews’s soundscape that builds throughout 
‘The Valley’ and begins to overwhelm the ensemble after the key change forms the 
transition into the interlude. Peyton Jones confirms the logistics of this transition 
explaining how the eight-bar phrase at the end of ‘The Valley’ may repeat a number 
of times. This adds an unfixed element of duration to the original composition in 
Harrison’s (keyboards) part in response to the volume of Matthews’s electronics. 
The collaborative relationship between Peyton Jones and Matthews is ‘synchronous’ 
(Sawyer, in Barrett, 2014) throughout the composition, up until Matthews’s 
interlude, at which point, despite being in the same location, their relationship 
become diachronic – Matthews effectively takes over her own role, whilst Peyton 
Jones is not involved at through the transition. 
The composers rehearse and discuss (  Clip#5.44[a] and [b]) the duration of the 
transition the following day (21 May 2012). The duration of the interlude is clarified 
by the composers: ‘[it] seem[s] about the right amount of time’.  Clip#5.45 shows 
Peyton Jones asking to rehearse the transition again from a specific point within ‘The 
Valley’. Matthews’s response to this request reinforces the contrasts between 
conventional and electronic performance practices: ‘it would be better if we could go 
through The Valley. I can’t produce that amount of intensity like that 
[<gestures*clicks fingers*] (Matthews, 21 May 2012). 
The process of creating an overwhelming soundscape requires layers of sounds that 
build up gradually, as opposed to immediately, throughout the piece. This is revealed 
in Chapter 5: TRAIL5 as part of Matthews’s performance practices. Thus, although 
the instrumentalists can start immediately as necessary, Matthews cannot. Peyton 
Jones is seemingly understanding of this issue, and in a typical conductor-performer 
relationship, the conductor most often decides where to rehearse from. However this 
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relationship is challenged by Matthews’s presence as an electronics performer: her 
requisites restrict certain rehearsal possibilities. 
The subsequent rehearsal (  Clip#5.46) incurs further issues where a breakdown in 
communication between composers causes problems with the transition (on this 
occasion lasting 22 seconds): ‘Sorry you (to Peyton Jones) actually started when I 
wasn’t ready, so I was struggling to make everything. I had something completely 
bizarre happening’ (Matthews, 21 May 2012). Peyton Jones and Matthews both 
exchange apologies, illustrating ‘mutual respect’ (Pollard, 2005) between 
collaborators. What is significant, is that the collaborators believe they are 
synchronized (Sawyer, in Barrett, 2014), however they realise they are not. What is 
important, is that the collaborators know what each other is doing, in ‘synchronous’ 
collaboration, or not (diachronic). Either way, awareness is paramount. Additionally, 
this clip reinforces a fundamental issue previously mentioned concerning 
coordination (Pollard, 2005) between Matthews and Peyton Jones: how and when 
will the conductor know when to begin the next composition, ‘Stunde Null: 
Running’? Due to Matthews’s seated position behind the conductor, Peyton Jones is 
unable to respond to a visual or gestural cue: instead he must select the appropriate 
moment to bring the ensemble in and intersect the electronics purely by listening to 
Matthews’s sound. Although this is the first ‘interlude’, it shares a similar process 
with the transition from the ‘Tam Tam and Bells’ to ‘And The Days Are Long’: 
Peyton Jones specifically listens for a diminuendo from Matthews as his cue. 
However, in this example, no such diminuendo or cue is discussed. 
The issues concerning both Matthews immediately rehearsing from a specific 
moment in Peyton Jones’s music, and also the seating arrangement, are further 
reinforced at the end of Clip#5.46 and throughout  Clip#5.47. Peyton Jones turns 
to look at Matthews as the electronics are absent, but then stops rehearsal and 
apologises for starting when she was not ready. Peyton Jones acknowledges his error 
and waits for Matthews to prepare her material during another rehearsal of the 
transition (  Clip#5.48). This clip also reinforces the directive conductor-
performer relationship (Hayden and Windsor, 2007) between Peyton Jones and 
Matthews: he turns to gesture to Matthews to increase the volume towards the end to 
overpower the ensemble. The transition in this example lasts only 17 seconds. 
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However Peyton Jones consults the instrumentalists on their thoughts regarding the 
duration of the transition (  Clip#5.49) whilst Matthews remains concerned with 
her own issues regarding starting from specific moments: 
I was in a completely weird place. […] Basically what I’ve got here you see, 
is I’ve made this thing that really happens with The Valley, and to dive in 
half way through is really difficult. That’s all.  
(Matthews, 21 May 2012) 
 
Matthews’s concern with rehearsal start-point and Peyton Jones’s concern with the 
duration and transition of the interlude show that both composers are pre-occupied 
with their counterpart roles (Synchronic, albeit non-synchronised, collaboration, 
Sawyer, in Barrett, 2014): Matthews with performance practice (performer) and 
Peyton Jones with wanting to know how long the interlude should last before 
conducting the next piece (conductor): 
It sounded good to me. I liked that rising thing <gestures> racking up that 
tension. But what you did then sounded fantastic. What I’m wondering is 
about the length of time of that gap. 
(Peyton Jones, 21 May 2012) 
 
Although Matthews’s focus is on trying to achieve the dynamic and texture that 
Peyton Jones requires by the end of ‘The Valley’, and Peyton Jones’s focus is on 
establishing the duration of the interlude and knowing where to conduct the next 
piece, both composers negotiate their concerns. Although Matthews subsequently 
says that she felt Peyton Jones heard the spot to come in, Peyton Jones consults the 
sound technicians about the duration, who suggest it could be ‘a breath longer.’ The 
difference in response from Matthews and the sound technician is a difference 
between sonic quality and sonic quantity: Peyton Jones opts to leave the interlude to 
run ‘a breath longer’ because he is concerned with the length of the interlude. 
Matthews, working on the fly, does not talk about the duration of the interlude but 
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instead talks of ‘hearing the spot to come in’, suggesting that the moment to bring 
the ensemble in should be found by the conductor by listening and hearing for what 
could be the ideal opportunity to intersect the sonic material (as opposed to counting 
a specific duration). Rehearsing the transition a final time (  Clip#5.50) shows the 
duration to last for around 33 seconds, almost double the previous time (17seconds) 
and 32% longer than the previous practices, thus Peyton Jones does wait 
considerably longer to find the best moment. Figure 5.22 illustrates the development 
of TRAILS 4 – 6 through rehearsal of ‘The Valley’ (decided in black, undecided in 
red). 
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Figure 5.22 Development of TRAILS 4 – 6 featuring in ‘The Valley’ through rehearsal 
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5.3.7 TRAIL7 
In section 4.4.6 (TRAIL6) Clip#5.41 showed Peyton Jones requesting the combined 
texture of acoustics and electronics to create a ‘frenetic, dirty sound’ that should 
continue throughout ‘Stunde Null: Running’. Although this is discussed further in 
4.4.8 (TRAIL8) the texture at the end of the piece is formed of an improvised duo 
between Matthews (electronics) and Hayward (drum kit).  
 Clip#5.51 shows the first rehearsal of this duo: Matthews’s busy, chaotic 
electronics continue and Hayward improvises on the drums for a short period of time 
after the repeated rhythmic pattern through ‘Stunde Null: Running’. In discussion, 
Peyton Jones encourages Matthews and Hayward to extend the duration of their duo. 
Gesturing by alternate pointing, he says: ‘I think Charles, you could continue for a 
bit longer with Kaffe there. What do you think? And do a bit more. That would be 
brilliant’ (Peyton Jones, 20 May 2012). This initially seems a directive relationship 
(Hayden and Windsor, 2007), between a composer and two performers, but by 
asking Matthews and Hayward for their thoughts, this becomes a more collaborative 
relationship between them. This is aligns with Taylor’s model of collaboration 
(2016), where two or more indivduals are working together on the same idea at the 
same time and in the same place. Both performers agree that their interaction can be 
extended: Matthews places her hand in the air both to signal her acknowledgement 
of Hayward’s presence and also to make herself visibly clear to Hayward. After 
rehearsing this interaction again Peyton Jones pursues the idea further, directing 
Hayward to improvise on the drums for even longer (  Clip#5.52): 
Can we do exactly what we’ve just done, with Charles you doing a bit more 
at the end there, at the end of Stunde Null – you having a bit of free-for-all 
there. It doesn’t have to be exactly eight bars. 
(Peyton Jones, 20 May 2012) 
 
Although Hayward requires additional specific directions from Peyton Jones 
concerning the pulse, the relationship between conductor and performer (Hayward) 
continues its divergence from a typical directive relationship: instead it becomes 
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increasingly collaborative (Hayden and Windsor, 2007). Peyton Jones gives creative 
control to Hayward: Hayward’s level of ‘creativity in performance’ becomes more 
‘improvisational’ than ‘expressive’ (Clarke, 2002). His performance practice 
‘approach[s] the improvisational extreme of [a] continuum (Nettl, 1974) between 
composition [slow process] and improvisation [fast, spontaneous composition]): the 
act of creation becomes progressively more coincident with the act of performance’ 
(Sawyer 2008: 132).  
 Clip#5.53 (20 May, 2012) shows the interlude at the end of ‘The Valley’, 
through ‘Stunde Null: Running’ and the improvised duo between Hayward and 
Matthews forming the interlude into the next piece, ‘So In America’. Hayward 
retains the pulse for around two bars before moving to drum rolls and improvised 
hits in response to the electronics, which lasts for around 45 seconds. Similar 
interaction between Matthews and Hayward is evident the following day (  
Clip#5.54, 21 May, 2012), however on this occasion Hayward’s drum improvisation 
does not last as long. Peyton Jones’s discussion with Hayward and Matthews once 
again returns to the duration of the interlude: ‘It felt to me then, as if Charles, you 
and Kaffe could go on a bit longer. What did other people feel? Kaffe?’ (Peyton 
Jones, 21 May 2012). Matthews says: 
For me ‘Stunde Null‘ was like suddenly really short. Very, very short. I just 
had a moment of ‘Where are we? And, how long is this going on for?’ And 
oh God we’ve stopped already! 
(Matthews, 21 May 2012) 
Hayward says: 
And so if we take 8 bars as like a regular thing, I’ve been playing the rhythm 
for 8 bars, in time for 8, holding the pulse but not playing overt time for 
another 8… should I hold the overt rhythm for another 8? Twice as long or 
something? 
(Hayward, 21 May 2012) 
Although during the previous day Hayward’s role was established as 
improvisational, here he requests directions from Peyton Jones, solidifying both his 
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role as a performer and Peyton Jones’s as a composer. However Hayward also 
retains an element of his own decision-making role in performance having been 
asked to improvise and interact with the electronics. During a final practice (  
Clip#5.55) the experimental nature of Matthews’s role becomes ever more apparent: 
to Hayward’s amusement, ‘shards’ of material from ‘The Valley’ appear in the 
interlude (around 40 seconds inclusive of the additional 16 metered bars). With 
regards to the type of relationship between Peyton Jones, Matthews and Hayward, 
this specific example is particularly complex, not only because there is an additional 
performer/improviser, but because it seems that Peyton Jones is wanting to be more 
collaborative, inviting the performers to do more of what they think, but whilst the 
performers are happy to do this, they do require some element of ‘direction’ (Hayden 
and Windsor, 2007) from Peyton Jones. 
 
5.3.8 TRAIL8 
Matthews’s idea of using of live sampled strings to ‘fatten out the texture’ in ‘Stunde 
Null Running’ is not discussed during rehearsal between composers. Neither is this 
sound evident during the ‘play’ time. However the role of the electronics is discussed 
with regards to creating a dense texture and loud dynamic, although not specifically 
concerned with the use of strings: a ‘frenetic, dirty’ sound (revealed earlier in 
clip#4.41). However, in rehearsal the volume of these electronics causes concern for 
Peyton Jones (  Clip#5.56): ‘What I can’t tell, and what we really can’t tell today, 
is with your (Matthews’s) volume, we (RMII) can be heard at all in ‘Stunde Null: 
Running’’ (Peyton Jones, 2012). Matthews’s response explains how this issue will 
be different in performance: 
OK sure. What I’m doing is I’m using 6 speakers. My idea is that some of the 
time you’re going to be really here [gestures], and the electronics will be like 
filling the space so they’ll be at the sides and behind people as well. And at 
the moment we’ve only got two speakers. And we won’t get all six channels 
banging out of these rather than it being around and doing <gestures>. So 
there will be times for example when you’re here <gestures> and the 
electronics are here, then they come up, then add, then they go away. 
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(Matthews, May 2012) 
Using six speakers to disperse the electronics around the auditorium as opposed to 
the current rehearsal two-speaker set-up will allow the electronics to pan from 
multiple directions allowing the instrumentalists to remain clear to the audience. 
Additionally, the issue of being able to hear the ensemble has further impact on the 
performers during rehearsal (see ‘White Noise’).  Clip#5.57 illustrates this issue 
in rehearsal where at moments the ensemble becomes lost in the electronics. 
Figure 5.23 expresses this qualitative data by illustrating the development of 
TRAILS 7 and 8 through rehearsal of ‘Stunde Null: Running’. 
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Figure 5.23 Development of TRAILS 7 and 8 featuring in ‘Stunde Null: Running’ through rehearsal 
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5.3.9 TRAIL9 
 Clip#5.58 (21 May, 2012) shows the end of ‘The Valley’, through ‘Stunde Null: 
Running’ and the transition into ‘So In America’ in sequential, uninterrupted 
succession. There are a number of clear differences compared to the previous day’s 
rehearsal. 
Firstly, the duration of the interlude into ‘So In America’ is considerably longer. In 
this clip the transition lasts for around 80 seconds, double the duration previously 
rehearsed: ‘Kaffe, I’m just going to wait until I feel you’re going out, but don’t go 
out completely. I’ll wait until that moment, and then bring [the band in]’ (Peyton 
Jones, 21 May, 2012). Peyton Jones’s approach is now similar to that of the 
transition between ‘Tam Tam and Bells’ and ‘And The Days Are Long’: he will wait 
for a diminuendo in Matthews’s volume as a cue to begin ‘So In America’. During 
the previous day (20 May, 2012) Peyton Jones was concerned with the duration of 
the interlude. His approach is now revised: in performance Peyton Jones will not 
wait a set duration for the interlude, but alternatively wait and respond to Matthews’s 
diminuendo as an audible cue. This strengthens Matthews’s position in the 
collaboration at a transitional point from diachronic to synchronic behaviours 
(Sawyer, in Barrett, 2016). Because Matthews’s is improvising on her own, in her 
own space, with mostly her own ideas (diachronic exchanges) during the interlude, 
she has control. A fade in her transition indicates to Peyton Jones to conduct the next 
piece, at which point the electronics interact begin with the music (synchronic). 
Secondly, there are a number of variations/additions to the electronics, noticeably a 
pitched pulse with a static, glitchy, flickering decay. Matthews consults Peyton Jones 
for his thoughts: ‘yeah that’s nice, that was good’ (Peyton Jones, 21 May 2012). This 
provides a contrast to the chaotic, frenetic sounds in ‘Stunde Null: Running’ in the 
transition to a ‘pretty’ ‘electronic glitter’ in ‘So In America’. This material (a high 
pitched flickering tremolo) is initially heard during Matthews’s preparations before 
rehearsing (  Clip#5.59).  Clip#5.60 shows these sounds layered over the top 
of ‘So In America’. In a separate example (  Clip#5.61) the experimental nature of 
Matthews’s role at this moment is revealed: at the end, where a transition will exist, 
Matthews uses material from ‘Will I live Again?’ recorded from previous rehearsal 
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time, causing Peyton Jones confusion. The humour in the example is that the part-
fixed, part-improvised nature of the collaboration challenges the a typical directive 
(Hayden and Windsor, 2007) relationship between composer-conductor and 
performer: on one hand Peyton Jones is in directive control with an ensemble of 
performers, but on the other hand he is often in unknown territory with a separate 
performer working experimentally. It is the balance between these two areas of 
control that Peyton Jones must accommodate not only in rehearsal, but also in 
performance. This behaviour is unique: it is diachronic ‘exchange’ within 
collaboration (Sawyer, in Barrett, 2014), but the collaborators are together, exploring 
and experimenting at the same time, but in their own ways. Chapter 5 reveals that 
experimental, improvised sounds appear in performance: both conductor and other 
instrumentalists must adapt to this – they must expect something unexpected. The 
rehearsal clips reveal the electronic glitter to be relatively static, unchanging and 
continuous throughout ‘So In America.’ There is very little discussion between 
composers concerning this. Alternatively the focus is once again drawn to the 
transitions: this time, the interlude into ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’. This transition is first 
discussed and rehearsed in  Clip #5.62 and  Clip#5.63 (20 May 2012): 
Yeah [to Matthews]– so we will have you. I’m going to come in while you’re 
still going. […] Lulu will start [to instrumentalists] while Kaffe’s electronics 
are going after the end of ‘So in America’ – which will be quite light, and 
sparkly sort of sound. And I’ll beat three in to the beginning of Lulu – three 
crotchets. 
(Peyton Jones, 20 May 201) 
 
Engaging in conversation firstly exclusively with Matthews, and then subsequently 
exclusively with the instrumentalists exemplifies the segregation between performers 
in rehearsal. Peyton Jones mediates between this separation, as he is involved in two 
simultaneous processes: a collaborative relationship (Hayden and Windsor, 2007) 
with Matthews, and a directive relationship (Hayden and Windsor) with the 
instrumentalists and singers. 
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At the end of Clip#5.63, the electronic glitter continues into ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’, 
forming the interlude. The glitter begins to fade and new timbres begin to take shape 
during the opening of ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’. During the following day of rehearsal  
(Clip#5.64) (21 May 2012) there is brief discussion between Matthews and Peyton 
Jones concerning the electronic glitter during ‘So In America’: 
KM: I did something that I wanted to try. And I was doing it as you were sort 
of…  But what I liked was this little pulse. 
JPJ: The pulse was great – really nice. But did you have some pitched stuff? 
But all that non-pitched stuff and the pulse, yes – very nice. 
(Matthews and Peyton Jones, 21 May 2012) 
The exchange between composers exemplifies the connection between two themes 
within their collaborative and creative processes: firstly that Matthews trials new 
ideas throughout rehearsal, and secondly, trying and testing these ideas (whether 
they work successfully or not) prompts co-composer discussion/negotiations. 
Throughout, Peyton Jones is clear about what he does and what he does not like, and 
is directive (Hayden and Windsor) with his approach towards Matthews. He lets 
Matthews experiment and trial ideas, but does not hold back when he likes (offering 
praise) or dislikes (offering queries) something. 
Peyton Jones directs the logistics of the transition where Harrison (keyboards) and 
Chan (piano) swap positions: 
There will be plenty of time with Kaffe filling gap. So Kaffe, you’ve got a 
gap to fill while they move back into place. And we’ll start while you’re still 
going. We’ll start Lulu while you’re still going. 
(Peyton Jones, 21 May 2012) 
 
The relationship between collaborators again becomes increasingly more coincident 
with a conductor-performer directive (Hayden and Windsor) relationship. Asking 
Matthews to ‘fill a gap’ (  Clip#5.65) whilst the instrumentalists move positions 
grounds Peyton Jones as director: he does not consult Matthews on the content of the 
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transition, or if she is happy to accommodate this need: his focus is on the 
movements of instrumentalists and giving Matthews’s a duty to mask or draw 
attention away from the seat changes. 
Initial practices of this transition (  Clip#5.66) reveal a breakdown in collective 
rehearsal: while Matthews begins to perform the transition after ‘So In America’ into 
‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’, Peyton Jones and the instrumentalists start numerous 
discussions instead of preparing for ‘Lulu Suite’. Where initially two interlinked 
processes run side-by-side, at the transition one process deviates to conversation 
whilst the other continues (Figure 5.24). 
 
 
Figure 5.24 Diversion of the dual-process 
 
Nonetheless this seems to work for both composers and performers: Peyton Jones 
and the instrumentalists are clearly able to discuss issues, and Matthews seems 
equally happy to perform the transition despite the on-going conversations 
potentially becoming intrusive or interrupting her practice. During ‘talk’ time, (  
Clip#5.67) (Matthews preparing the electronic glitter alongside), Peyton Jones 
reinforces the logistical role of the electronics: ‘Kaffe, people will have to move 
around the stage, so you’ve got plenty of time in this link’ (21 May 2012). 
The interlude in this rehearsal (  Clip#5.68) lasts for around 25 seconds. During 
rehearsal later in the day (  Clip#5.69) the interlude lasts for around 33seconds: 
Peyton Jones once again reiterates the role of the interlude: ‘Kaffe, this link, we’re 
leaving you with plenty of that sparkly stuff while the keyboard players swap places, 
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and then we’ll go into ‘Lulu’. So we’re going to go from the end of ‘So In America’ 
(21 May, 2012). 
After a further practice of this section (  Clip#5.70) the discussion between 
composers begins to focus on the types of sound present in the electronics. On this 
occasion the electronic glitter seems to fade out during the interlude and replaced by 
a ‘ping’. Peyton Jones queries this: ‘Kaffe, you were going to leave a bit more in 
than just the ping there, weren’t you?’ (Peyton Jones, 21 May 2012). In previous 
examples Peyton Jones was concerned with the duration of the interlude, and 
Matthews with the types of sound that feature in the interlude. In this example, it is 
the opposite way around: Matthews’s response to Peyton Jones concerns his entry of 
‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’: ‘you’re [to Peyton Jones] coming in really soon […] too soon’ 
(21 May 2012). Both composers agree the interlude should be longer. Peyton Jones 
says:  
You don’t have to rush. It shouldn’t feel like a rush. It should be very calm. 
Singers I’ll bring you off first <gestures>, then I’ll bring them (other 
performers) off <gestures> and then a couple of beats after that start moving. 
But you don’t need to run. Plenty of time. So do you want to get into your 
positions and practice that change. 
(Peyton Jones, 21 May 2012) 
Askew also offers an instrumentalist’s perspective that supports this decision: ‘that’s 
probably nice so people don’t feel they have to rush back to their places’ (Askew, 21 
May 2012) 
The results of this conversation are seen in two final practices (  Clip#5.71 and 
 Clip#5.72): the interlude lasts considerably longer. The interlude in the former 
clip lasts for around one minute, (there are also additions to the electronic material: 
new pitches etc.) In the latter clip Peyton Jones allows the interlude to last for around 
50 seconds. Matthews is happier with this duration: ‘that was nice […] because then 
I have a chance to do something rather than do intervals’ (Matthews, 21 May 2012). 
Figure 5.25 expresses this qualitative information, illustrating the development of 
TRAIL 9 through rehearsal of ‘So In America’.  
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Figure 5.25 Development of TRAIL 9 featuring in ‘So In America’ through rehearsal 
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5.3.10 TRAIL10 
TRAIL10 concerns the electronics that feature in ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’. A number of 
previous video clip examples (from TRAIL9) have shown that after the transition 
from ‘So In America’ the electronic glitter continues for a short while. However it is 
the idea of a cityscape (discussed between composers in the pre-rehearsal 
conversation) that forms much of the basis of further discussion and practice during 
rehearsal time. This is initially clear in  Clip#5.73: a cityscape fades in at around 
bar 19 – two bars prior to Rehearsal Mark B. Discussion between composers focuses 
on this entry: ‘Kaffe I really like that rumble when you brought it in before we went 
into this section. Underneath the previous section – it was nice, with the pings. 
Really nice’ (Peyton Jones, 20 May, 2012). Although Matthews acknowledges 
Peyton Jones’s comments, when rehearsing this section again (  Clip#5.74) the 
entry of the cityscape continues to reveal the ‘on-the-fly’ (Hugill. 2008) nature of 
Matthews’s practice: on this occasion the cityscape enters exactly at rehearsal mark 
B – two bars later than previously. This prompts immediate further discussion 
between composers: 
 JPJ: Kaffe you brought that low stuff in a bit earlier before, it was really nice. 
KM: Ok, so, tell me when to bring it in, this time. I just felt it before and I 
wasn’t sure. 
JPJ: So it should begin by there [pointing at the score]. So it really comes in 
while we’re doing… so along this bar [b.19]. So when we hit that note you’re 
already there. 
 (Peyton Jones and Matthews, 20 May 2012). 
 
Firstly, this example reinforces previous examples where Matthews’s role moves 
towards a performer role: she not only takes direction from Peyton Jones, but 
requests it: ‘OK, so, tell me when’. This is not collaborative (Pollard, 2005, Taylor, 
2016) behaviour. This is directive (Hayden and Windsor, 2007). Secondly, using the 
score as a reference point, Peyton Jones enforces the role of notation as a 
communicative text between composers. This would be problematic if Matthews 
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could not read conventional notation. However, although Matthews keeps a copy of 
the score on her work desk, she does not follow or read from it during rehearsal: 
Peyton Jones uses the score to explain where the moment is, but does not force 
Matthews to use the score herself. It is clear to Peyton Jones that Matthews does not 
use the score during performance, thus he also communicates where the entry of 
cityscape is by stating which specific notes are ‘hit’. This way works best as a 
reference point for Matthews as her practices focus on listening and responding, i.e. 
instead of following the score and adding the electronics at a specific bar, she can 
listen for a specific note or moment as a cue. During rehearsal again this cue in 
gesturally reinforced by Peyton Jones: despite his seating position in front of 
Matthews he turns to face her midway through bar 17 to signal the entry of the 
cityscape. Peyton Jones gives additional direction to Matthews concerning the 
volume of the cityscape in  Clip#5.75: 
My feeling here Kaffe is that it’s now a bit too big too soon. We really need 
to be getting this big by bar 65/66. Just I think hold back a little bit with that 
really low stuff. 
 (Peyton Jones, 20 May 2012) 
 
Although the cityscape is comprised of a number of sound-types (see Chapter 6) and 
will crescendo to a loud dynamic, the ensemble also has a busy heterophonic texture 
(analysed in Chapter 4). This means that dependent on volume it is possible for the 
two textures combined (acoustics and electronics) to become lost within one another, 
e.g. between bars 94 and 117 where multiple forte parts are intersected by the 
underlining cityscape. 
 Clip#5.76 illustrates this, most notably between bars 110 and 115: the ensemble 
has a communal rest followed by staccato semiquaver chords. These rests are no 
longer filled with silent pauses. Instead the electronics protrude through the texture. 
Peyton Jones is clearly happy at this stage: ‘yeah sounding great Kaffe’. However, 
during rehearsal the following day (21 May, 2012) there are a number of clear 
differences. Peyton Jones offers further direction to Matthews concerning both 
volume and shaping. 
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Firstly,  Clip#5.77 illustrates the cityscape underlining ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’ from 
the opening. This contrasts with the previous rehearsal where time between 
composers was spent specifically discussing the entry at bar 17 – 18. This is not 
discussed further between collaborators. 
Secondly, Peyton Jones instructs a diminuendo in the electronics between bars 126 
and 136 (  Clip#5.78): ‘Kaffe, that moment there, where we hang on that last note, 
you need to come down in volume’ (Peyton Jones, 21 May, 2012). This reveals how 
the volume and shape of the electronics become determined by the original structure 
of the composition. Peyton Jones previously directed the cityscape to enter at the end 
of Section A, and to build through sections B and C. Asking Matthews to lower the 
volume at bar 135 (the reprise of Section A), reinforces the original structure through 
the electronics, and reinforces the lack of collaborative relationship (Pollard. 2005; 
Taylor, 2016) in this work. There is very little co-composer collaboration here. 
Peyton Jones is directive with Matthews about her contribution: where is must be, 
how loud it must be. Matthews’s input is to create it and perform in aligned to 
Peyton Jones’s specifications. Lowering the volume is reiterated later in the day (  
Clip#5.79): Peyton Jones requests the electronics to drop in volume at bar 135, 
however on this occasion he offers to wait and give the instrumentalists a general 
pause in order to allow Matthews the time to lower the volume before resuming the 
piece at Rehearsal Mark F (the reprise of Section A), 
Kaffe that moment there, just before we go into the quieter section again, I 
could give you longer […] so then just come down a bit further <gestures> 
(Peyton Jones, 21 May 2012) 
 
Although Matthews explains she was attending to something else and does not 
require the extra time, Peyton Jones’s offering of a general pause in the music 
illustrates flexibility with his original musical. As composer he is happy to alter pre-
composed aspects of timing to accommodate Matthews’s needs. This is one of the 
few moments in rehearsal of this work where their relationship is more collaborative, 
as Peyton Jones takes into account Matthews’s wishes (Pollard, 2005). Clip#5.79 is 
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also an example of how Matthews’s presence can often be confusing to the 
instrumentalists: ‘I’m finding what Kaffe’s doing really loud and I just got very 
confused’ (Askew, 21 May 2012). The volume of the electronics is problematic for 
both acoustic and electronic performers: too loud for the instrumentalists and too 
quiet for Matthews. The issue exists due to the size of the rehearsal space and the 
restrictions with using only two speakers compared to six during performance: ‘It 
[the electronics] won’t be so close to us. It will be much further away – what Kaffe’s 
doing. Hopefully it won’t feel so on top of us’ (Peyton Jones, 21 May, 2012). Thus, 
this issue will be resolved in performance. 
The remainder of rehearsal time on Rehearsal Day 4 focuses on the transition from 
‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’ into ‘Stunde Null: Time’ (  Clip#5.80). The electronics once 
again provide an interlude: Matthews continues to use the cityscape before fading 
out to leave just a ping sample. Discussion between composers (  Clip#5.81) 
illustrates equally open minds concerning the interlude: 
JPJ: What was the transition – how was the transition? You came out pretty 
well completely didn’t you before we started? 
KM: I took the city right out. It doesn’t have to be like that. 
JPJ: Can we just try that again, just so we’re sure that that works? I don’t 
think we need to do the end of Lulu, but can you put in what you’ve got there 
at the end of Lulu. And I think it could be a fairly short gap, yeah?  
KM: So I actually stop? 
JPJ: No, you continue but come down in volume <gestures> and then I’ll 
start. 
(Peyton Jones and Matthews, 21 May 2012) 
 
 Clip#5.82 shows rehearsal of the interlude with these suggestions, lasting around 
merely 10 seconds before ‘Stunde Null: Time’. When rehearsed again (  
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Clip#5.83), the interlude lasts around eight seconds. Now Peyton Jones’s attention 
turns to the content of the interlude as opposed to its duration:  
JPJ: Kaffe I don’t think you should come out completely. You just left the 
ping in didn’t you, but I think you could leave a bit of the other… 
KM: I’m struggling to make this cityscape appear in the way I wanted it to. 
(Peyton Jones and Matthews, 21 May 2012) 
 
This clip again shows the composers focussing on different issues: Peyton Jones is 
concerned with the content of the electronics; Matthews is focussed on the creation 
of this content and how the electronics exist not only between the works but during 
the pieces as well. This now aligns more with Taylor’s (2016) ‘cooperative’ category 
of collaboration: there is a division between the focus of each of the collaborations 
(the tasks) however they discuss this together. In a final rehearsal of the transition (
 Clip#5.84) the interlude lasts around 10 seconds. The cityscape fades shortly 
after the performers begin ‘Stunde Null: Time’. Figure 5.26 graphically illustrates 
these rehearsal developments through ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’. 
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Figure 5.26 Development of TRAIL 10 featuring in ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’ through rehearsal
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5.3.11 TRAIL11 
During the first rehearsals of ‘Stunde Null: Time’ where Matthews and electronics 
are absent (11 May, 2012) (  Clip#5.85), Peyton Jones explains specifically how 
the guitar should improvise to add shape to the piece: 
Steve, when you’ve got the repeated chords can you sort of <gestures> shape 
it a bit, with volume pedal. What about some effects? – Fairly randomly 
improvise. Some chorus? Any of that sort of thing, so that the sound is 
changing slightly 
(Peyton Jones, 11 May 2012) 
 
Peyton Jones suggests more of a colouration and textural shaping as opposed to 
accented attacks. He also suggests that Hayward could improvise with the cymbals 
in a similar way: ‘in between [the woodblocks] maybe some wash with cymbals? 
Bringing it in and out of the texture’ (Peyton Jones, 11 May, 2012). The performers 
take on a more creative improvisational role in order to shape the ‘fixed’ (in 
notation) material. ‘Stunde Null: Time’ is particularly minimalist in style. Due to its 
repetitive harmonic and motivic framework Peyton Jones is clear that the material 
requires dynamic, textural and timbral shaping from the instrumentalists in order to 
allow the unchanging melodic material to develop. This idea is reiterated in  
Clip#5.86 concerning the piano: 
Over kind of longer periods it can be more shaped actually. Although it’s 
very even it can kind of come and go like this. So Chan, if you could feel that 
as well, where you feel like bringing it up and down again [gestures] in 
gradual phases, that would work, so that it’s kind of undulating a bit more. 
(Peyton Jones, 11 May 2012) 
Comparing rehearsal of this without electronics (  Clip#5.87) and with electronics 
(  Clip#5.88) offers an insight into Matthews’s contribution regarding textural 
shaping, something discussed between the collaborators in the pre-rehearsal 
conversation. Although not specifically concerning bass (discussed in the pre-
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rehearsal conversation), Clip#5.88 shows how an electronic wash of sound swells 
and fades, combining and interacting with the shaping process. This is also clear 
during the following day of rehearsal (  Clip#5.89). However, this clip specifically 
reveals the interaction between Matthews (electronics) and Hayward (cymbals). The 
similar timbral qualities between the electronics and the cymbals allow the wash of 
sound to blend seamlessly together to create an undulating shape. The swells and 
fades in the electronics prompt Hayward’s reactive role as an improvising performer: 
where the electronics fade Hayward uses the cymbals to fill the gaps in the texture, 
creating a call-and-response antiphony. In a second rehearsal (  Clip#5.90) at 
around 50 seconds into the clip Peyton Jones turns and gestures to Matthews to 
lower the electronics slightly as the piece moves into Rehearsal Mark E. This is due 
to the return of the spoken vocal parts, which need to be clear for the audience. 
Rehearsing the end of ‘Stunde Null: Time’ (  Clip#5.91) shows the electronics 
fading out for around 15 seconds after the ensemble are brought off. Discussion 
between composers afterwards focuses on this fade which marks the end of the first 
half, although there is too little dialogue here to adequately determine or identify a 
particular type of relationship. 
KM: I should have come out a bit sooner. 
JPJ: A tiny bit sooner. But no you should be there after they’ve finished, but 
then come out [gestures]. And this is the interval, so if everyone could just 
hold very still Kaffe’s right out, then relax, signify it’s the end. 
 (Matthews and Peyton Jones, 21 May 2012) 
 
Figure 5.27 illustrates these developments through ‘Stunde Null: Time’ during 
rehearsal. 
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Figure 5.27 Development of TRAIL 11 featuring in ‘Stunde Null: Time’ through rehearsal 
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5.3.12 TRAIL12 
The quantitative analysis of Rehearsal Day 1 (10 May 2012, involving Peyton Jones, 
Pappenheim, Askew, Harrison, and Chan) showed that a large portion of time was 
spent on the songs: ‘Going Down’, ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’, and ‘And Then He 
Asked’. During the ‘talking’ time, initial discussions questioned Peyton Jones’s need 
to conduct these three works (  Clip#5.92): ‘My question to myself is, am I going 
to conduct everything? Certain pieces I don’t think I’m needed to conduct – this 
[‘And Then He Asked Me’] might be one of them (Peyton Jones, 10 May 2012). 
Although Peyton Jones phrases this as a ‘question to [him]self’, deliberately 
questioning it out loud openly invites/prompts the performers’ opinions: ‘it would be 
nice if you didn’t – and we know it anyway’ (Pappenheim,10 May 2012).  
The collaborative network diagram presented at the end of Chapter 4 illustrated the 
extent to which some of the performers are already familiar with both each other and 
Peyton Jones’s works from experiences on previous projects. In this example, the 
collaborative network helps rehearsal and performance where performers are already 
familiar with the material. However at this stage during rehearsal the performers 
(and to some degree the composer) are unaware of the extent to which the electronics 
will change, transform, or potentially distract from the performance and thus 
challenge the previous experiences with the material. The electronics may invade 
conventional practices of conducting and performing. In rehearsal and performance, 
electronic soundscapes may become intrusive, and transitional interludes challenge 
typical ‘end-applause-silence-start’ segregations between works. Nonetheless at this 
stage Peyton Jones passes the conductor’s role of tempo control (including the 
entries and exists) to Chan (piano): ‘Chan that might be you then taking the lead in 
terms of the tempo’ (Peyton Jones, 10 May 2012). Clip#5.92 shows a rehearsal of 
‘And Then He Asked Me’ without conductor, and discussion clarifying that there is 
no need for Peyton Jones to conduct. A further example (  Clip#5.93) shows how 
the performers are brought off at the end of ‘And The He Asked Me’: the singers 
lead and bring the piano off due to the singers being unable to see a cue from Chan 
(piano).  
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The role of conducting is discussed further between conductor and performers with 
regards to the entry and tempo of ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’ (  Clip#5.94): 
What’s going to happen there is that out of some electronic noise <gestures> 
I’m going to start the horns <gestures> - bar one is just the horns on a held 
note – they hold it until you (piano) start. The first bar is a pause bar, so 
whoever starts which is Jono, at figure A, by yourself, is bar 2 – so the 
tempo, you start counting really from bar 2. […] And so <beating tempo> 
very steady. 
(Peyton Jones, 10 May 2012) 
 
These discussions tell of Peyton Jones’s minimal role as conductor during the set of 
songs. This topic is returned to briefly during rehearsal with Matthews in a number 
of forthcoming extracts.  
Rehearsal of the first song (‘Going Down’) with Matthews ( Clip#5.95) illustrates 
the presence of the electronics during the violin and trombone solo (Rehearsal Mark 
B). However it is at bar 47 where the sounds of water and waves enter, something 
discussed loosely between composers prior to rehearsal. The end of this clip 
continues to reveal Peyton Jones’s role as a conductor, again placing the tempo 
control with the pianist: 
What I’m trying to ascertain here is whether I’m needed, and I’m probably 
not. So who could – Chan you need to pick up the speed a bit more at 56. 
(Peyton Jones, 20 May 2012) 
 
Humorous remarks between instrumentalists (‘it’s a bit like doing a gig at 
Heathrow’) (Slater, 20 May, 2012), suggest that the electronics can cause distraction. 
This is followed up more specifically in Chapter 6 concerning the performance of 
‘Going Down’. Despite this, Peyton Jones says (  Clip#5.96): 
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Kaffe, my feeling is that you’re present a bit too early in this piece. […] It 
sounds fantastic. […] But I thought you would come in halfway through this 
piece. […] I think around there – “just a gentle squeeze upon my breast” – 
around here – that’s where it should come I think. So after the trombone solo. 
 (Peyton Jones, 20 May 2012) 
 
Although the dialogue in the clip is difficult to hear, similarly to the example earlier 
(TRAIL10) where Peyton Jones advises Matthews to listen for a specific note as a 
cue for entry (as she does not follow the score), here he suggests to listen out for 
specific lyrics as a cue. During a further practice ( Clip#5.97) the electronics are 
absent until the end of the trombone and violin solo: they enter shortly after at 
around bar 49. Rehearsing the ending of ‘Going Down’ (  Clip#5.98) also shows 
further direction from Peyton Jones on the dynamic shaping towards the end of the 
song: ‘Good. Yes. There’s a sudden quiet there – that’s lovely, really nice, so I think 
you need to come down a touch, do you know what I mean?’ (Peyton Jones, 20 May 
2012). This is an example of Peyton Jones’s very precise directions: the electronics 
should come down in volume at bar 73 rather than overpower the ensemble. These 
directions from the conductor strengthen previous observations that the composer-
composer relationship becomes increasingly coincidental with a directive (Hayden 
and Windsor, 2007) conductor-performer relationship. However, it is not truly 
directive  here: Matthews can do as she wishes, but only within the realm and 
directions of Peyton Jones. But, because Peyton Jones’s directions are minimal, he 
allows a wide scope for Matthews’s contributions. He is directive with her, she is 
collaborative with him, and thus reinforces the complex nature of their relationship. 
The directions which Peyton Jones does instruct are rehearsed in  Clip#5.99, 
showing the electronics enter at around Rehearsal Mark D, but also showing 
rehearsal transposed up a tone, to test the key slightly higher for Pappenheim (a 
decision made ‘collaboratively’ between composer and performer). However during 
the following day (21 May 2012) the electronics enter at the beginning of the song (
 Clip#5.100) as opposed to fading-in midway through. This is not discussed 
between composers. Instead, the focus of rehearsal returns to that of the role of the 
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conductor: Peyton Jones and the instrumentalists are trialling the opening of ‘Going 
Down’ without being conducted, something that is again discussed beforehand in  
Clip#5.101. Although Matthews has electronics sounding in the background, the 
focus of Clip#5.101 is to decide on whether Peyton Jones is needed to conduct. 
Peyton Jones’s focus in entirely centred on the ensemble: Matthews is not involved 
in this discussion/decision and works individually. Thus, Peyton Jones does not seem 
concerned about the extent to which Matthews requires cues from him: Matthews is 
not considered to require conducting, and is not involved in the conversation. It is 
only when the transition between ‘Going Down’ and ‘Alturas de Macchu’ Picchu is 
discussed between composers and performers in  Clip#5.102 where Matthews is 
consulted: 
That sounded lovely. And we leave you [Matthews] there, after we finish. At 
the end of that one you’re still there, with a link <gestures> […]So, folks, 
what happens is we go from that piece Going Down, straight in to Alturas de 
Macchu Picchu – Kaffe will have electronics going in the gap, a linking 
passage, and you two [Harrison and Chan] will swap places. So as soon as 
they’ve swapped places I’ll bring you in, Mick and Ashley. And then I’ll 
count you in, Jono. 
(Peyton Jones, 20 May 2012) 
 
Peyton Jones remains directive (Hayden and Windsor), explaining how the transition 
will work before testing it out. After testing, discussions between the collaborators 
focus on how the seascape changes (  Clip#5.103): ‘you’re [to Matthews] going to 
go electrical – ok yeah fine. So they’re (RMII) coming in when you’re quite trebly 
[seascape] [gestures] aren’t you. […] [you] [to instrumentalists] won’t be coming out 
of the electronics [but rather] kind of on top of it’ (Peyton Jones, 20 May 2012). The 
transition between ‘Going Down’ and ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’ remains the focus 
of ‘play’ and ‘talk’ time regarding the two songs during Rehearsal Day 4 (21 May 
2012) (  Clip#5.104)  
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During the transition Peyton Jones responds to Matthews’s query about if her 
electronics should continue: ‘yes keep going’, thus reinforcing the directive (Hayden 
and Windsor, 2007) relationship – Matthews asks for direction here. Peyton Jones 
subsequently brings the ensemble in during the opening of ‘Alturas de Macchu 
Picchu’. Matthews’s query amid the interlude again supports previous observations 
that Matthew’s role is less of a composer and more of a performer: she requests 
direction from Peyton Jones. 
The inaudibility of the piano during performance (possibly because of the 
electronics) prompts a decision (made between the instrumentalists and Peyton 
Jones) that he will conduct the entry of ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’. In discussion 
between collaborators Peyton Jones tells Matthews that the electronics seemed ‘too 
loud’ at the beginning of ‘Macchu Picchu’ (  Clip#5.105): the volume of the 
electronics did not drop at bar 73 at the end of ‘Going Down’ as discussed and 
decided upon between composers the previous day. (When rehearsing this section 
again Matthews lowers the volume as the vocals begin at 01:24.00 in the clip). 
A further clip (  Clip#5.106) illustrates the transition again. The types of electrical 
sounds being used during ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’ become increasingly clear. 
These sounds are also evident in  Clip#5.107, yet seemingly being confusing 
and/or off-putting to the vocalists. Peyton Jones recognizes this where certain pitches 
interfere (  Clip#5.108): 
Kaffe was there any particularly pitched sounds you were using in there or 
was it mostly un-pitched? I was just wondering if there was any pitched thing 
interfering – I couldn’t quite tell. 
(Peyton Jones, 20 May, 2012) 
 
Peyton Jones approves some sounds, (e.g. clicks and shapes) but is clear that there 
should be no interference with pitch. This emphasizes Peyton Jones’s directive 
(Hayden and Windsor, 2007) role: he seems to govern/manage certain choices of 
sounds. 
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Conversation between composers then turns to the transition from ‘Alturas de 
Macchu Picchu’ to ‘And Then He asked Me’. Here, there is some confusion 
regarding either an electronics linking section with kit (Hayward), without kit, or if 
the electronics should stop completely. Peyton Jones consults a list of notes made 
during the pre-rehearsal conversation: here the notes provide the basis of a decision-
making discussion with Matthews. The electronics continue (without interaction 
with Hayward), then no electronics will be used in ‘And Then He Asked Me’: ‘ok, 
so I just have to make an end’ (Matthews, 20 May 2012). 
The end of the interlude is discussed and rehearsed more extensively during the final 
day (21 May 2012) (  Clip#5.109). Although Peyton Jones confirms with 
Matthews that everything seems to work, Matthews requires confirmation from 
Peyton Jones about what is actually happening. Requesting this information from 
Peyton Jones once again places Matthews in a submissive role: yet, she is not 
subservient to notation, as there is no score for this section. Instead Peyton Jones 
decides what is happening, reinforcing his authority as conductor (not composer): 
‘you keep going’ (Peyton Jones, 21 May 2012). As seen in previous examples, the 
electronics will allow time (an interlude) for the performers to change places. 
Despite this, Peyton Jones does not direct what sounds should happen, only that 
there should be sound (an interlude), and that it should be long enough to allow the 
performers to move positions. Initially the content of Matthews’s interlude are her 
own: ‘great, so I can rock out!’  (Matthews, 21 May 2012). However when Matthews 
does ‘rock out’, (a bass drone with a fixed repeated click) before ‘And Then He 
Asked Me’ (  Clip#5.110) Peyton Jones queries these sounds: 
Are you planning to have that in this gap? Are you planning to have 
something so regular in this gap? Because that’s going to be tricky for me to 
get the new pulse going! […] Perhaps something a bit less regular. 
(Peyton Jones, 21 May 2012) 
 
Mattthews’s compositional freedom (to ‘rock out’) is limited by Peyton Jones’s 
requisites to conduct. Although Peyton Jones is professional and sensitive in his 
approach (asking questions as opposed to making stubborn directions) he is clear 
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about the how the ‘clicking’ is problematic. The negotiation is made in good 
humour:  ‘yes I am! [planning to have that in the gap] […] ‘I was suddenly enjoying 
myself, doing something so regular!’ (Matthews, 21 May, 2012). Removing the 
click, Matthews offers a number of sound types for Peyton Jones’s approval. Peyton 
Jones immediately grants Matthews creative freedom: ‘that’s fine as long as it’s not 
giving us a pulse’ (Peyton Jones, 21 May, 2012). He does not instruct Matthews on 
what should be in the electronics, but instead merely consults her when problems 
arise.  
When rehearsing the interlude again (  Clip#5.111, and  Clip#5.112) the 
electronic interlude continues into ‘And Then He Asked Me’, something that was 
decided against the previous day: ‘And The He Asked Me’ should feature no 
electronics. The interlude lasts for around 45 seconds.  Clip#5.113 shows the 
ending of ‘And Then He Asked Me’: the electronics are no longer present, but enter 
just after the song ends. Peyton Jones confirms this with Matthews:  
Kaffe, can I just stop it there? Are you going to dovetail with us there so that 
you’re just coming in – you’re there when we finish? I kind of felt you 
shouldn’t be in silence there, do you think? 
 (Peyton Jones, 21 May, 2012) 
 
Matthews’s takes Peyton Jones’s question as rhetorical. She does however, request 
confirmation from Peyton Jones concerning the types of sound she was using in 
‘Altruas de Macchu Picchu’: 
Yes. In the Macchu Picchu was there some pitched stuff going on. There was 
one moment where we were all out of tune – I think it might have been… It 
sounded like it was going wrong. 
(Peyton Jones, 21 May 2012) 
 
This reiterates a decision made the previous day (20 May, 2012). Peyton Jones is 
clear that pitched material causes tuning issues with the ensemble. Matthews agrees: 
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‘I think I know exactly what you mean and I agree – it was an error’ (21 May, 2012). 
One final clip (  Clip#5.114) shows how the crossfade at the end of ‘And Then He 
Asked Me’ works in rehearsal, creating a transitional interlude into ‘White Noise’.  
Figure 5.28 illustrates the themes and decisions extracted by expressing the 
qualitative data of development of ideas through the three songs. 
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Figure 5.28 Development of TRAIL 12 featuring in the three songs through rehearsal 
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5.3.13 TRAIL13 
During Rehearsal Day 3, (  Clip#5.115), Peyton Jones and Matthews discuss the 
role of the electronics: Matthews asks Peyton Jones whether or not she plays during 
‘White Noise’; Peyton Jones asks Matthews if she plays before ‘White Noise’. Both 
answer yes, and begin to negotiate on the types of sounds used. Both a shared 
negotiable process of types of sound and asking each other if they are playing at a 
specific moment suggests a collaborative relationship (Taylor, 2016) – the 
collaborators are working together on multiple tasks. Matthews offers a clicking 
sound, Peyton Jones responds: ‘great’ […] [but] could start without it? [try 
something] really low level’ (Peyton Jones, 20 May, 2012). Matthews persists with 
the click: ‘[I] quite like it’ and new timbres develop throughout ‘White Noise’ (  
Clip#5.116) now including a high pitched sustained tone, a cricketing sustained 
sound, and a pulse. It is clear that Matthews’s is keen on her choice of sounds. 
Subsequent discussion between the collaborators regarding these sounds (  
Clip#5.117) illustrates how Peyton Jones and Matthews make decisions collectively, 
demonstrating a ‘shared decision making process’ (Pollard, 2005): 
 
JPJ: Kaffe, that crickety sound you had, more continuous sound, was nice 
yeah, with that *click sounds* there as well. 
KM: It’s lovely isn’t it. I’m thinking a really dry, high, a very dry little thing, 
like static needs to come in. But just that little pulse I thought was really nice. 
JPJ: That’s the sort of thing yeah. But then the cicadas, crickety thing. There 
was something else there more continuous […] thing as it developed. 
 (Peyton Jones and Matthews, 20 May 2012) 
 
A final example (  Clip#5.118) illustrates the development of these sounds in 
rehearsal throughout ‘White Noise’. During London’s pre-concert talk, Matthews 
reflects on the types of sounds: 
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Sometimes it’s not always a really easy sit, for example White Noise. […] 
I’m playing a kind of electronic atmosphere that creates something a bit 
uncomfortable, And then the voice comes in and the singer is fantastic and 
hits the note just right – but of course it’s completely different in terms of 
what she’s doing. But two things together that create this really other whole. 
(APPENDIX U: Matthews, 26 May 2012: 609) 
 
The extent to which these sounds are uncomfortable and/or distracting to the 
instrumentalists during performance is investigated in Chapter 6. 
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Figure 5.29 Development of TRAIL 13 featuring in ‘White Noise’ through rehearsal 
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5.3.14 TRAIL14 
In the pre-rehearsal conversation, Peyton Jones and Matthews discuss an interlude 
between ‘White Noise’ and ‘Will I Live Again’. However there is no discussion or 
practice of this interlude during the rehearsal period. With no practice of this section, 
Chapter 6 will reveal what happens during the different performances. 
Similarly to ‘Stunde Null: Time’, when rehearsing ‘Will I Live Again?’ (  
Clip#5.119) Peyton Jones’s initial focus is on dynamic shaping of the work, 
specifically the sustained notes in the horns and strings: ‘you [to instrumentalists] 
can have a slight shaping on those held notes, just bring them up and back down 
again. Same with strings’ (Peyton Jones, 20 May 2012); ‘we’re doing […] 
involuntary shaping’ (Slater, 20 May 2012). Slater suggests performer expression 
without consciousness, i.e. naturally feeling where to build and lower the dynamics 
to shape the texture, responding by listening as opposed to responding to notation. 
Trialling this in rehearsal (  Clip#5.120) is clear, however it is not clear from this 
clip what Matthews’s role is: it is difficult to hear any electronics. There is, however, 
initial conversation between the collaborators concerning the length of the piece (  
Clip#5.121): ‘that’s the length as it stands’ (Peyton Jones, 20 May 2012). Matthews 
suggests a longer version (with repeat), ‘it’s so static. It needs to be longer’ 
(Matthews, 20 May 2012), and Peyton Jones relays this to the ensemble: ‘I think the 
idea is that we are going to do the repeat’ (Peyton Jones, 20 May 2012). This 
illustrates Matthews’s role as a co-composer to be influential on the original 
structure of Peyton Jones’s prescribed work. Peyton Jones is open to Matthews’s 
suggestions, (aligned with Taylor’s collaborative model, 2016). The decision allows 
Matthews more time for the electronics to evolve throughout the piece. 
 Clip#5.122,  Clip#5.123, and  Clip#5.124 expose decisions and practices 
concerning the ending of ‘Will I Live Again’, revealing how the ending of the 
programme is decided upon. Peyton Jones’s initial idea is to leave the keyboards on 
for a slow fade after the strings and wind have stopped playing. By questioning 
whether this slow fade is with the electronics or not, Harrison prompts composer-
composer conversation, however Peyton Jones directs Matthews as a performer as 
opposed to consulting with her. Peyton Jones makes the decision regarding the 
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ending: ‘Kaffe, at the very end there, I’m on about taking the horns and the strings 
off, and leaving Jono’s chord and you.[…] You and Jono then end, fade’ (Peyton 
Jones, 20 May 2012). Peyton Jones passes this responsibility to the sound technician: 
Could we just try that very end? I’d like to just try that very end leaving you 
on with a slow fade, with Kaffe. So I’ll bring the horns and the strings off, 
and the piano off, and then Jono left with both keyboards and then, can you 
fade both of them at once? Well, Rick could do it? We’ll see if it’s easier. 
 (Peyton Jones, 20 May 2012) 
 
Matthews also explains how the electronics contribute to the overall shaping of the 
piece: ‘I’m doing a series of different notes that I’m moving in and out’ (Matthews, 
2012). Having trialled the fade (Clip#5.123) Peyton Jones is unsure, turning to 
Matthews for her thoughts. Although Matthews’s comments within this consultation 
are inaudible in the clip, performers begin to make suggestions: 
JPJ: No I’m not sure about that. [It] might be better if you [instrumentalists] 
all come off and leave you [Matthews]. What do you think? [to Matthews] ? 
CH: I think that would work with Jono if the fade was quicker.  
JPJ: Yes, perhaps if… when I take them off - fade quicker. 
(Peyton Jones and Hayward, 20 May 2012) 
 
When rehearsed again (Clip#5.124) Peyton Jones seems decided with the results: 
‘yeah I think that would work, if you two come out together like that’ (Peyton Jones, 
20 May 2012). Peyton Jones makes the final decision, however the process towards 
this decision is collaborative (Pollard, 2005; Hayden and Windsor, 2007; Taylor, 
2016) between everyone who contributes: Peyton Jones opens the floor to 
suggestions. However when this is rehearsed the following day (21 May, 2012) the 
keyboards fade whilst Matthews’s electronics continue, shortly followed by a fade in 
the electronics, thus they do not come off together. Figure 5.30 illustrates these 
decisions, both featuring in ‘Will I Live Again?’ and the ending of the programme.  
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Figure 5.30 Development of TRAIL 14 featuring in ‘Will I Live Again?’ through rehearsal 
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5.3.15 Qualitative Conclusions 
The qualitative analysis has revealed the following points that have helped 
understand the collaborative and creative processes of Endings throughout rehearsal. 
Firstly, Peyton Jones’s role as composer-conductor creates a directive relationship 
(Hayden and Windsor, 2007) between himself and the acoustic performers. On 
various occasions this relationship can become more interactive, involving performer 
freedom that moves along the continuum from ‘expression’ to ‘improvisation’. 
Chapter 3 showed that this case-study rests on prior-established connections between 
composer and performer, formed over years of social and professional interaction. 
Qualitatively analysing the rehearsal footage has shown that these established 
relationships facilitate the communication systems between composer and performer: 
there a few examples of confusion regarding the notation, musical conversation 
and/or gestures. The video clips show a relationship dynamic between Regular 
Music II and Peyton Jones that is considerably more communicative and interaction 
than that of the relationship dynamic between Regular Music II and Matthews. The 
extent to which better grounds/vessels for communication between Regular Music II 
and Matthews would have impacted on the final musical product is considered in 
final chapter of this thesis (Chapter 6: Conclusions) accompanied with a set of 
recommendations.  
Secondly, Matthews’s role as a co-composer and co-performer working with 
electronics is juxtaposed alongside the relationships between Peyton Jones and 
Regular Music II. A trial-and-error approach, where Matthews tries and tests 
different electronics, places an experimental process alongside a conventional 
process (a dual-process). Thus, Peyton Jones takes on a management role: he must 
manage both processes simultaneously: working with Regular Music II directively, 
and working with Matthews ‘collaboratively’. However, the qualitative analysis has 
shown that due to Matthews’s parallel role as a performer, Peyton Jones’s directive 
relationship often tends to encompass Matthews. Thus, although some examples 
have shown Matthews to be persistent in her ideas throughout rehearsal, her 
relationship with Peyton Jones is further in line with a composer-performer directive 
relationship as opposed to a composer-composer collaborative relationship. 
Significantly, the relationship between Peyton Jones and Matthews does not align 
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specifically or exclusively to one of the collaborative models outlined in the 
literature review (Pollard, 2005; Montiel-Overall, 2005; Hayden and Windsor, 2007; 
Taylor, 2016). Instead, their relationship is considerably more complex and 
importantly, fluid. There are many instances where their relationship does align to 
one or more of these categories/models, however it then often changes very swiftly 
to another category, or rather sits between two categories. This means identifying 
their relationship and behaviour to one of the models is not possible. However what 
is possible (which is shown throughout the qualitative analysis) is that their 
relationship can be benchmarked and analysed in the context of these models, but the 
identification that their relationship is not exclusive to any of them. Thus, their 
relationship is fluid and constantly changing.  
Thirdly, where the quantitative analysis in the previous section revealed balances 
between ‘talking’ and ‘playing’, and where the addition of a live electronics artist 
had little impact on these percentages, the qualitative analysis reveals that as the 
acoustic performers become increasingly familiar with the material, Peyton Jones 
directs his ‘talking’ to Matthews. However, analysing these consultations between 
collaborators (that revealed Matthews’s role to become more consistent with the role 
of a performer), has shown that the compositional spontaneity of Matthews’s 
improvisational role is reinforced as a performer’s role by Peyton Jones’s reflection 
and direction to fix certain aspects/elements of the electronics. Where Matthews 
receives direction from Peyton Jones, her role becomes increasingly respondent to 
these decisions, and are fixed in written down notes throughout rehearsal. Chapter 6 
reveals her notes made through rehearsal, and examines the extent to which these 
were realized in performance. This places Matthews as an emitter of ideas, but also 
becomes the receiver: Peyton Jones governs and fixes the ideas in his decision-
making. 
Finally, a dual process illustrates diverse contrasts between conventional acoustic 
practices and contemporary electronic practices. Matthews’s process is vastly 
difference to her co-performers, who are responding to notation and verbal direction. 
However, it is this process that begins to evolve in Matthews’s process: the direction 
and fixing from the composer-conductor discussed in the third point begins to 
challenge Matthews’s own approach. On one hand Peyton Jones fixes (through 
notation) ideas, using this notation to communicate with performers (Regular Music 
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II), which is supported by verbal communication. One the other hand, the opposite 
process is happening: Peyton Jones rests on verbal communication with Matthews, 
and then the fixing (notational) process happens. 
Finally, the qualitative analysis has shown that the TRAILS (ideas) established in the 
pre-rehearsal conversation developed considerably through rehearsal via trialling and 
testing (playing), followed by a negotiating (accepting or rejecting) (talking). This 
prompted a large number of expansions of the original ideas. These, which were 
expressed through diagrammatic/notational illustrations throughout the chapter, are 
specifically detailed and catalogued in Table 5.11 in the following overall 
conclusions section (5.4). 
 
5.4 Chapter Conclusions 
This chapter comprised two rehearsal analyses: a quantitative analysis (5.2) and a 
qualitative analysis (5.3).  
The quantitative analysis revealed the balance (through statistics and expressions in 
graphs and charts) between ‘talking’ and ‘playing’ both during rehearsals with 
Matthews and without Matthews. Importantly, this analysis supported the pursuit of 
a qualitative approach: the quantitative analysis was successful by helping to 
evaluate ‘play’ time and ‘talk’ time in rehearsal in a meaningful, statistical way, but 
it did not define the acts of ‘talking’ and ‘playing’, nor did it reveal the relationship 
between ‘talk’ and ‘play’ time. 
The qualitative analysis investigated instances of ‘talk’ time and ‘play’ time 
thematically by TRAIL, based on the extracted collaboratively-discussed ideas 
revealed in Chapter 4. The ethnographic approach documented the relationships 
between Peyton Jones, Matthews and Regular Music II. Examples showed a range of 
relationships benchmarked against current models of collaboration, showing how 
their relationship is often too complex and fluid to appropriate a specific model. The 
examples showed these relationships established through a range of communication 
pathways, most significantly ‘musical conversation’ (Davidson, 2004) and ‘notation’ 
Peyton Jones and Matthews adopted ‘musical conversation’ followed by ‘notation’. 
Peyton Jones and Regular Music II adopted ‘notation’ followed by ‘musical 
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conversation’. Peyton Jones was the mediator between Matthews and members of 
Regular Music II. The qualitative analysis showed the expansion of the ideas the 
collaborators made prior to rehearsal. The following table (Table 4.14) summarizes 
the development of these thematic ideas: TRAIL1 develops into TRAIL1 (a), (b), (c) 
etc. This table partly-informs the forthcoming analyses in Chapter 6: the 
performances will each be evaluated individually and compared to question the 
extent to which each TRAIL development materializes in performance. 
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TRAIL Work Description of Idea Rehearsal Developments 
TRAIL1 ‘And The 
Days Are 
Long’ 
‘Tam Tam & Bells’ introduction. The tam tam 
and hand bells will begin. The electronics will 
intersect and add to the sound. This will 
continue until the first bar of ‘And The Days 
are Long’. The duration of this introduction 
remains unspecified – the composers say it 
needs to be “tried out in rehearsal” 
(a) The duration REMAINS IMPROVISED 
(b) The conductor takes on an instrumental performance role, 
but directs the ensemble with the hand bell instrument 
(c) Electronics intersect the sound and a diminuendo in 
Matthews’s electronics is decided upon as a cue for the 
conductor for the next piece 
(d) The duration between Matthews’s electronics and ‘And 
The Days Are Long’ will be approximately three seconds. 
 
TRAIL2 ‘And The 
Days Are 
Long’ 
Recreation of a cello part (bass drone, pedal 
note on C) that Peyton Jones has omitted from 
the score for the purpose of it being replaced 
with electronics. The composers have agreed 
that Matthews will recreate this part: how she 
will do this and what sound(s) she will use is 
not discussed. 
(a) During the three second gap (TRAIL1(d)) there will be a 
cross-fade in Matthews’s electronics where the Tam Tam 
and Bells fade out and the drone of TRAIL 2 fades in at the 
beginning of ‘And The Days Are Long’ 
(b) The recreated part is a pre-recorded cello sample on C 
natural. The harmonic overtones of the C resonate where 
the cellist has bowed the string towards and away from the 
instrument’s bridge creating a shaped, swelling sound. 
TRAIL3 ‘And The 
Days Are 
Long’ 
During the section B, there will be performer-
performer interaction between Matthews 
(electronics) and Smith (electric guitar) to 
(a) Interaction between electronics and electric guitar happen 
before section B. There will now be interaction between the 
two instruments during section Aiii (from rehearsal mark K 
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create a wash of sound. The electric guitar 
part is pre-composed: it gives harmonies 
(chords), dynamics, techniques (tremolo) and 
directs the use of a harmonizer effect. The 
idea is that Matthews will add to this wash of 
sound. How (regarding the textures, 
harmonies, timbres, tones etc.) she will do this 
is not discussed. 
[b.164] through the 48 bars that run up to section B 
[b.212]). Here the guitar has a harmonizer on C which will 
fade in and out. Matthews’s electronic cello will also fade 
in and out during this section, interacting with the guitar. 
(b) Interaction continues into section B where the electronics 
blend with the guitar tremolo. It is not clear what the 
electronic sounds actually are. This is revealed in Chapter 
5. 
TRAIL4 ‘The Valley’ Firstly, Peyton Jones and Matthews have 
agreed the use of spoken voices/statistics in 
the piece, something Peyton Jones originally 
did not want. They will be spoken by the 
performers. Additionally, Matthews will add 
to the spoken texture by sampling the speech 
and feeding it back into the texture. Secondly, 
where the singers must stop reading the 
statistics because they have melodic vocal 
parts to sing, Matthews will continue to play 
back the statistics to create an underlying 
continuing texture. 
(a) Spoken statistics will DEFINITELY feature in the piece 
from the ensemble. These will be read by Pappenheim, 
Askew, Elder and Taylor, and will feature from the start. 
(b) It is implied that spoken statistics will feature in 
Matthews’s part (through live-sampling) but this is only 
discussed in rehearsal and not heard. 
TRAIL5 ‘The Valley’ Firstly, Matthews will add the sounds of wind (a) The soundscape is comprised of a number of timbres: 
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throughout the piece. This will recreate 
sounds of wind that originally appeared in the 
theatre production from large onstage fans. 
Secondly, the windy soundscape will “drown 
out” and “overwhelm” the ensemble towards 
the end of the composition. This is discussed 
in terms of dynamic/volume. 
i/ a swirling, flickering tremolando 
ii/ a small number of slowly descending and ascending 
glissandi sine tones within a medium-to-high pitched range 
iii/ a crackly, bass rumble.  
(b) A sustained tone will not feature as trialled, tested and 
rejected (by Peyton Jones) during rehearsal. 
(c) The soundscape will develop throughout however will 
begin to “drown out” and “overwhelm” the ensemble 
specifically after the key change (bar 97, Rehearsal Mark 
L) during the Outro. section 
TRAIL6 ‘The Valley’ / 
‘Stunde Null: 
Running’ 
The composers discuss the idea of a first 
electronic interlude. Matthews will continue 
playing after ‘The Valley’, and then ‘Stunde 
Null: Running’ will begin. The content 
(sound, texture, timbre etc.) and duration of 
the interlude is not determined in the 
conversation. 
(a) Dependent on how the volume of the electronics fills the 
space, the keyboard motif in the outro. may repeat as 
necessary until the soundscape fills the space. 
(b) The build up of sound established as TRAIL5 will continue 
to form the interlude. It is important that this sound does 
not ‘drown out’ the ensemble too soon, (no earlier than 
Rehearsal Mark L). 
(c) The duration of the interlude will be around 33 seconds, 
however Peyton Jones will respond to how the electronics 
fill the auditorium and begin conducting the next piece 
when he feels the moment is right. 
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TRAIL 7 ‘Stunde Null: 
Running’ 
Suggested by Peyton Jones and agreed by 
Matthews, the composers discuss that there 
will be some improvised interaction between 
electronics (Matthews) and drums (Hayward) 
towards the end of the piece. How this is to 
exist is not discussed – it will be tried out in 
rehearsal. 
(a) Hayward holds the metred pulse for 8 bars at the end of 
‘Stunde Null: Running’. It is decided that he will hold this 
pulse for a further 8 bars, i.e. double the length, 16 bars.  
(b) Meanwhile Matthews’s electronics from ‘Stunde Null: 
Running’ continue. 
(c) After the 16 bars of regular meter, Hayward loses the pulse 
in the electronics: the beats become dispersed, responding 
to Matthews’s sonic material. 
(d) The duration of the interlude is not specified but lasts 
around 40 seconds. 
TRAIL 8 ‘Stunde Null: 
Running’ 
Throughout the work, the electronics will 
“fatten” the texture of the ensemble by adding 
live sampled strings. 
(a) use of strings specifically not followed up in rehearsal. 
However Peyton Jones requests a ‘frenetic, dirty’ texture. 
(b) The electronics should not be too loud. They should not 
overpower the ensemble so that the instrumental sound is 
lost. In rehearsal this is partly because the electronics 
appear through 2 speakers. Matthews explains that in 
performance the sound will circulate around the auditorium 
through 6 speakers. The sound will be coming from 
multiple directs and not from the same angle as RMII, thus, 
helping both soundworlds to blend better and be heard. 
TRAIL 9 ‘So In Matthews suggests the electronics will (a) The duration of the transition into ‘So In America’ is 
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America’ provide an “electronic glitter, high up 
(presumably in pitch). Firstly, this will travel 
throughout ‘So In America’. Secondly, it will 
continue after the work has finished to form a 
transitional interlude into ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’. 
The duration of this interlude is not discussed. 
revised from 40 seconds to 80 seconds 
(b) The transition into ‘So In America’ also now includes a 
pitched pulse with a static, glitchy, flickering decay. 
(c) The electronics provide a static, unchanging and continuous 
‘electronic glitter’ throughout. 
(d) Towards the end of ‘So In America’ it is possible there will 
be sampled material from ‘Will I live Again?’ 
(e) The interlude performed in the transition between ‘So In 
America’ and ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’ will feature the electronic 
glitter and a ping, but should not include any pitched 
material that could interfere with the composition. 
(f) The interlude should allow the performers to swap seating 
positions as necessary. The electronics will continue whilst 
this happens. 
(g) The interlude should allow enough time for (e) to happen: it 
will at least last for around 50 seconds. 
TRAIL10 ‘Lulu Suite: 
Part 1’ 
Firstly, during ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’, the 
electronics will provide a backdrop cityscape 
that will provide an underlying texture to the 
work. The sound-components of the cityscape 
are not discussed in detail. Secondly, the 
(a) the electronic glitter and ping continue for a short while 
into ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’ 
(b) The cityscape should enter specifically at around bar 19, 
just before Rehearsal Mark B. 
(c) The cityscape should grown in volume throughout sections 
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cityscape will continue when the piece ends to 
form a transitional interlude into the following 
piece: ‘Stunde Null: Time’. 
B and C at peak in volume at around bar 65/66 
(d) The cityscape should decrease in volume at Rehearsal Mark 
F (reprise of section A). Peyton Jones is also willing to 
hold RMII with a general pause to allow Matthews enough 
time to lower the volume at this moment should it be 
needed. 
(e) The cityscape will continue to form the interlude. And the 
‘ping’ sample will return. The cityscape will fade but not 
disappear completely. This is a short interlude lasting 
around only 10 seconds. 
TRAIL11 ‘Stunde Null: 
Time’ 
Throughout ‘Stunde Null: Time’ the 
electronics will thicken the texture of the 
original work. Exact details of how this will 
work is not discussed, but one idea is that the 
electronics will ‘fatten’ the bass part. 
(a) The instrumentalists should add textural and dynamic 
shaping to their repeated motifs. 
(b) The electronics should interact with the texture. Hayward 
and Matthews interact with each other in an antiphonal 
manner. 
(c) The volume of the electronics should lower when the 
spoken vocal parts enter to allow the voices to be clear to 
the audience. 
(d) This piece marks the end of the first half of the programme, 
thus there is no interlude. However Matthews’s electronics 
will continue for a short duration after the instrumentalists 
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finish: slightly shorter than 15 seconds. 
TRAIL12 ‘Going 
Down’, 
Alturas de 
Macchu 
Picchu, and 
‘And Then 
He Asked 
Me’ 
Here the electronics will provide a literal 
context to the three songs, and join them 
together. The electronics in ‘Going Down’ 
will feature the sounds of water to accompany 
the original text narrative of drowning. The 
electronics will form a transitional interlude 
into ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’, where they 
will change, and feature more digital, static 
sounds. These will continue to form another 
transitional interlude in ‘And Then He Asked 
Me’, at which point they will stop – 
electronics will not feature in this piece. The 
electronics will fade in again towards the end 
of the piece with sounds reminiscent or 
similar to those that featured in ‘Alturas de 
Macchu Picchu’ – these will continue to form 
another transitional interlude into ‘White 
Noise’. The duration of the interludes is not 
discussed. 
(a) In ‘Going Down’ the electronic seascape will enter at the 
lyrics “just a gentle squeeze upon my breast”. 
(b) In ‘Going Down’ the electronics should not outweigh the 
ensemble’s volume. 
(c) In ‘Going Down’ the electronics should fade in volume at 
around bar 73. 
(d) The electronics continue to form an interlude into ‘Alturas 
de Macchu Picchu’ using ‘electrical sounds’ 
(e) The interlude into ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’ should 
allow enough time for Harrison and Chan to change seats. 
(f) Peyton Jones will conduct the entry of ‘Alturas De Macchu 
Picchu’ 
(g) The electronics continues throughout ‘Alturas de Macchu 
Picchu: importantly they should not cause tuning issues 
with the ensemble: the pitches between acoustics and 
electronics should not clash. 
(h) They continue to form an interlude into ‘And Then He 
Asked Me’ The interlude should not have a continuous 
pulse: it should not distract Peyton Jones’s conducting. 
(i) The interlude into ‘And Then He Asks Me’ lasts for around 
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45 seconds and then fade. 
(j) There should be no electronics in ‘And Then He Asked me’ 
(k) The electronics should dovetail in at the end of ‘And Then 
He Asked Me’: the song ends and the electronics fade in. 
TRAIL13 White Noise The digital, electronic sounds from the 
interlude that first appeared in ‘Alturas de 
Macchu Picchu’ will continue and develop 
throughout ‘White Noise’. Again, the role 
electronics will provide a literal take on the 
work’s context: it will affirm it by featuring 
sounds including white noise, static, 
interferences, and machine sounds. 
Importantly, the electronics must not interfere 
with the pitch of the composition. 
(a) Electronics form an interlude between ‘And Then He 
Asked Me’ and ‘White Noise’. A clicking noise is used. 
This continue throughout. 
(b) A cicadas-sounding static-y sample is added during ‘White 
Noise’. 
TRAIL14 Will I Live 
Again? 
 ‘Will I Live Again’ features the return of a 
rhythmic pattern (repeated triplet figures) that 
featured in section B of ‘And The Days Are 
Long’ from the opening of the programme. In 
this section, the composers agreed on an idea 
that behind this rhythm there would be a wash 
of sound created by the interaction between 
(a) The instrumentalists should add shaped dynamics to the 
work. 
(b) The electronics are a series of notes that fade in and out, 
contributing to the overall shaping. 
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electric guitar (Smith) and electronics 
(Matthews). This idea was discussed in the 
context of And The Days Are Long as 
TRAIL3. The reprise of the triplet rhythm in 
‘Will I Live Again’ will encourage a reprise of 
the performer-performer interaction between 
guitar and electronics in order to add another 
layer or ‘wash’ of sound. The specific type of 
wash/sounds is not discussed. This piece 
marks the ending of the programme, however 
how the performance will end (e.g. at the end 
of ‘Will I Live Again?’ or alternatively an 
electronic/electroacoustic ending’ is not 
discussed. 
 
Table 5.11 Summary of TRAIL developments through Rehearsal 
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6 PERFORMANCE 
 
6.1 Overview 
This final analytical chapter tackles the extent to which the modes of creative and 
collaborative practice revealed through the previous two chapters have been 
effective. This is investigated in one core way: through a comparative analysis of 
two performances of Endings (2012) (Performance A: Bexhill and Performance B: 
Bristol), i.e. it seeks to uncover the extent to which the creative decisions made 
between the collaborators materialize in performance. The reason for a comparative 
analysis allows not only the extent of the realization of collaborative decisions to be 
observed, but also allows the decisions in performances to be compared against each 
other. This chapter does not evaluate the relationship between Matthews and Peyton 
in the context of current models of collaboration, but rather tests the effectiveness 
and success of their behaviours and negotiations identified in the previous chapters. 
Thus, this chapter will reveal the effectiveness of the verbal, gestural and notational 
communication systems explored between collaborators. This chapter achieves this 
by following the final journey of each of the TRAIL segments ([a], [b], [c], etc.) 
through Performance A and Performance B: viewing and reviewing professionally-
filmed (by Colin Still of Optic Nerve) footage of the performances allows the 
‘product’ of collaboration to be related to its ‘process’. Moreover, this chapter aims 
to discover why some decisions (made collaboratively between Peyton Jones and 
Matthews) either did or did not materialize in performance. This is also conducted 
via one core method, through close, ethnographic work with Matthews. The research 
involved two full days with Matthews in her studio in East London, where she 
explained her performance practice(s) with software, hardware and notation 
specifically within each of the pieces and interludes in Endings. Section 6.2 tackles 
the analyses by comparing TRAIL resolutions in the performances: for each TRAIL 
the analysis then turns to the research with Matthews in her studio both in order to 
real her performance practice, and to try and connect her practice with the results of 
the TRAILS. Section 6.3 finalizes the chapter by drawing a number of conclusions 
on the extent to which the collaborators’ decisions were realized in performance, and 
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a perspective on Matthews’s live electroacoustic performance practices in relation to 
Endings. The performance programme follows. 
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6.2 Performance Analyses: Bexhill and Bristol 
6.2.1 TRAIL1 
At the end of the previous chapter, the following developments had been made 
throughout rehearsal concerning the ‘Tam Tam and Bells’ introduction: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The following analysis reveals the extent to which these decisions materialize in 
either one or both performances.  
Due to its improvised structure the duration of the Tam Tam and Bells differs vastly 
between Performance A and Performance B. The introduction in Performance A (
 Clip#6.1) lasts for a total of 3 minutes and 12 seconds. This is broken down into 
the following substructures by duration: 
 Tam Tam only (crescendo): 1 minute, 45 seconds 
 Hand bells enter, Tam tam continues: 52 seconds 
 <electronics intersect gradually> 
 Ensemble stop, electronic continue: 35 seconds 
The transcription below (Figure 6.1) illustrates these timings through a descriptive 
notational (Seeger, 1952) process to show how structure and duration coincide. 
(a) The duration remains improvised 
(b) The conductor takes on an instrumental performance 
role, but directs/conducts the ensemble with the hand 
bell 
(c) Electronics intersect the sound; a diminuendo in 
Matthews’s electronics acts as a cue for Peyton 
Jones to begin the next piece, ‘And The Days Are 
Long’ 
(d) The duration between Matthews’s fade out and ‘And 
The Days Are Long’ is approximately three seconds 
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Figure 6.1 Duration(s) and Structure of tam tam and Bells in Performance A 
However in Performance B (  Clip#6.2), the introduction lasts for 5 minutes and 
38 seconds, now broken down as seen below: 
Tam Tam only (crescendo): 2 minutes, 47 seconds 
 Hand bells enter, Tam tam continues: 1 minute, 22 seconds 
  <electronics intersect gradually> 
 Ensemble stop, electronic continue: 1 minute 
Similarly, a transcription of the durations in Performance B (Figure 6.2) illustrates 
the relation with structure. 
 
Figure 6.2 Duration(s) and Structure of tam tam and Bells in Performance B 
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Viewing these diagrams side-by-side (Figure 6.3) helps to draw statistical 
differentiations: Performance B is 61% longer than A, where the variation in 
duration of the sub-structures between A and B are as follows: 
 Tam Tam only: 59% increase 
 Handbells and Tam Tam: 58% increase 
 Electronics only: 71% increase 
 
Figure 6.3 % Duration Differentiations between Performance A and Performance B 
 
The differences in durations between Performance A and Performance B are the 
result of the compositional and rehearsal processes discussed in Chapters 4 and 5, 
where an unfixed improvisatory process presides over fixed notation. In both 
performances Peyton Jones gives a cue (nod) to Hayward to begin the concert (tam 
tam only). Peyton Jones performs in both concerts: when he feels the tam tam is loud 
enough he begins playing, giving the cue to the instrumentalists to follow suit. After 
Matthews’s electronics intersect and the performers stop playing when Peyton Jones 
stops playing. Matthews’s decrease in volume acts as a cue to Peyton Jones, thereby 
giving her control of determining the duration of the introduction. Thus, Peyton 
Jones adopts a spontaneous process where he responds to how the sound fills the 
space and begins conducting ‘And The Days Are Long’ as a reaction to what is 
happening with Matthews’s surrounding sonic material. This process aligns with 
Matthews’s own creative practices: rather than playing from notation, Peyton Jones 
now responds and reacts working spontaneously to and with the sonic material 
around him in a similar manner to Matthews. Working closely with Matthews in her 
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studio reveals her process in performance during this opening and its transition into 
‘And The Days Are Long’, and importantly the extent to which how her own 
notation (notebook) is used as a reference/guide to her performance practices. When 
questioning Matthews on the importance of her notebook score in performance, she 
replies 
It’s essential – I wouldn’t be able to do it without this book. […] My 
performance score is really pinned down – it’s like instructions. And it might 
look quite confusing and detailed, but to me it’s really clear. You write your 
score, you create your score, and then just before a performance if you make 
a neat version of it, I won’t understand it. It’s a process. It’s the visualisation 
of that process into a system that my eye, to brain, to finger understands 
immediately without having to think about it. And so part of that is 
familiarity. They’re essentially lists of commands. If I neatened those scores 
before a show it would be a disaster. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
 
Figure 6.4 shows her notes for the ‘Tam Tam and Bells’ opening extracted from her 
notebook score. The figure exemplifies Matthews’s point in the quote above: a list of 
instructions that remains unclear and confusing to anyone else. 
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Figure 6.4 Matthews’s Score for Tam Tam and Bells Opening 
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However, discussion and demonstrations with Matthews in her studio reveal the 
meaning of these instructions and the process behind translating them into 
performance: 
shark dist. refers to a specific (shark) distortion. 
LOAD TAM BELLS SHOW – 24 instructs Matthews to load a specific 
sample (bellsSPIN.aif) into MAX/MSP software. Figure 6.4 shows 
Matthews’s laptop screen on this process where the sample is loaded from 
folder: ending6. 
Add bass Rumble: TAMFAT = play. – pitch 6.08 full: instructs Matthews to 
add an additional sample at a specific pitch. 
There is no note, instruction or indication of the duration that these samples should 
be performed for, thus supporting the findings that the introduction’s duration is 
improvised. The following discussion and screenshots show why the duration varied 
so much.  
The sonic output of the Matthews’s tam tam and bells sample (r v5) (Figure 6.5) 
travels to something Matthews calls the Pink Ball Dispersion Interface (PBDI) which 
derives from her work on a series of Sonic Bed installations (2002/5 – 2008): 
The Sonic Bed is a purpose built portable venue which plays music that 
moves for the prone bodies of an audience, who can come lie in the bed alone 
or together. It is a sonic and a social experiment exploring our perception of 
sound. […] Subtle, dynamic, at times beyond hearing, Sonic Bed plays music 
to feel rather than just to listen. 
(Matthews, 2006) 
 
 
 
 
371 
 
 
Figure 6.5 Endings’ending6’ Max/MSP Patch: bellsSPIN.aif 
  
The PBDI (Figure 6.6) was developed and built in collaboration with London based 
musician and programmer David Muth: 
The interface enables the maker to literally draw and record sounds through 
the 12 channel sound system hidden under the mattress and side panels whilst 
lying in it; meaning the 12 independent sources of sound can be playing and 
moving independently at any one time.  
(Matthews, 2006) 
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Figure 6.6 Pink Ball Dispersion Interface (PBDI) 
 
In Figure 6.6 each of the numbers within the larger circles (0-13 inclusive) [ ] 
are fixed speakers. The numbers in the smaller circles [ ] are feeds of sound 
bites/samples that are circulating or traveling between the speakers. The 
movement/circulation of these sounds is dependent on the automation (top right). 
When ‘on’, the sound can move via a pre-determined (recorded) setting, i.e. 
automatic. When ‘off’, the user can manually distribute the sound between the 
speakers (around the bed, or around the auditorium for Endings). For Endings, where 
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only six of these speakers were used, Matthews explains how she uses this software 
with Max/MSP for the introduction:  
So I’ve got the bells, and I can draw the bells, so you can get a smooth circle 
of stuff. So it’s like your mouse is your instrument. This is also why a 
different performance space requires a different set up – because these kinds 
of motions within a different space will be completely different in every 
place you go in to. So I can do a manifestation of it in my studio, and a 
concert hall will be completely different. 
 (Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
 
She explains the correlation between hearing and seeing her practice in performance 
when distributing sound around a space working with PBDI, 
One of my problems around using laptops to make music is the fact that they 
are so visually demanding. We use a laptop as a means to make sound and a 
laptop demands that we look at it all the time. There are [moments] during 
these performances where I am looking at the ceiling – it’s another way of 
closing your eyes – it’s to be able to really listen, because the laptop becomes 
so visually dominating and demanding that people can just get immersed in 
what they’re looking at rather than listening to what is going on. And with 
this kind of work which is so much about detail of sonic content, to be 
remotely distracted by the look of something means that you lose it for a 
moment. So the PBDI is particularly one where it’s really good fun to move a 
ball around and hear the sound spin about, but actually is that useful or 
appropriate for this moment in the composition […] As I’m adjusting the 
tempo at which it’s [<bellsSPIN.aif>] moving I’m not looking at this [the 
screen] – I’m just listening to it. 
 (Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
 
Figure 6.7 shows annotations of Matthews’s laptop screen during this process. 
<bellsSPIN.aif> is drawn from the sample library located in folder ‘endings6’ in 
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Max/MSP . The output (r v5) is fed into PBDI, where ‘5’ in Max/MSP 
corresponds to moving pink ball ‘5’ where Matthews drags ball5 around the interface 
to draw bellsSPIN.aif around the auditorium. 
 
 
Figure 6.7 Feed of bellsSPIN.aif through Max/MSP ‘ending6’ distributed (r v5) in 
Sonic Bed. 
 
The process is complicated further by Matthews’s control of the sample’s pitch and 
volume, and then the addition of extra samples into the texture. For example, where 
in performance Matthews is initially working with <bellsSPIN.aif> from Max/MSP 
into PBDI, the addition of <TAMFAT.aif> at a specific pitch (6.08) expands her 
process. Figure 6.8 shows the waveforms of both samples in Max/MSP where the 
pitches can be set manually either by directly entering them into the software or via a 
hardware controller (something Matthews calls a Gluebox) simultaneously 
functioning as a volume control.  
The Gluebox is one of two hardware controllers Matthews uses: this one being a 
DIY homemade box created in Berlin, adopting an OSC controller, and the other 
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hardware controller (see Figure 6.11) being a MIDI controller. An on-screen 
software graphic representation of the Gluebox can allow Matthews to see the 
controller alongside Max/MSP and PBDI during performance. Figure 6.9 shows both 
the Gluebox configuration and its on-screen counterpart. 
 
 
 
Figure 6.8 bellsSPIN.aif and TAMFAT.aif in Max/MSP controlled by 
Gluebox 
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Figure 6.9 Gluebox OSC Controller Hardware and Software. 
 
The complexity of Matthews’s practice during performance of ‘Tam Tam and Bells’ 
is unclear to the audience in both performances (A & B). Where Matthews’s seated 
position may draw the audience’s eye away from the on-stage band, her practices are 
confined to the dimensions of her laptop screen where the physical components of 
her practices remain minimal in comparison to that of the other performers. This 
reinforces McDermott et al.’s (2013) point that the majority of computer software 
requires minimal physical movement in its use. Where the correlation between the 
movement and sound of hand bells and tam tam is evident to the acoustic 
performers, the electronic counterpart is only evident through the previous analysis 
of Matthews’s practice. Thus, revealing Matthews’s process during ‘Tam Tam and 
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Bells’ helps to understand not only her own performance practices but also helps to 
reveal the reasons for the differentiations in duration and structure. Firstly, the two 
different venues (Bexhill [A] and Bristol [B]) offer two contrasting spaces for 
Matthews to work in. Differences in venue size and shape impact on the speaker 
placement, which directly impacts on Matthews’s distribution of sound when 
working with these spaces. During the introduction Matthews’s approach focuses on 
the movement and placement of sound. Working with PBDI and the Gluebox allows 
Matthews to control both the volume and dimension of the samples fed through 
Max/MSP. At the moment the electronics intersect the acoustics, Matthews is placed 
in creative control of duration and structure, where Peyton Jones awaits her 
decrescendo cue to begin ‘And The Days Are Long’: 
He responded to what he heard. We discussed it, and simply, that was finally 
a moment in the piece where I could actually do something rather than be a 
slave to the band. And so Charles was doing all that stuff and the bells were 
being played by the band, and I was just more confident with what was 
possible to do with those sounds in a space in a way that was going to give us 
some musical material that was worth listening to. And I don’t know whether 
the recording could possibly convey what’s happening because the sound is 
very much moving around the space. I had nothing to do with the 
recording/editing/mastering process. And actually in terms of composition 
and what happens is music – so you compose something, perform it, people 
listen to it, and then somehow the whole process of it be coming 
documentation is a completely other process. But actually, ultimately, that is 
what people end up with as a memory.  
(Matthew 23 December 2014) 
 
Thus the duration varies because of the spatial differences between the venues at 
Performance A  and Performance B. Finally, however, Matthews also states that the 
performance atmosphere and the tension between performers and audience 
additionally contribute to the introduction’s duration: 
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The duration is not predetermined. And that’s essential in the understanding 
of what this process is, it’s about knowing when the time is, when the 
moment to stop is right. And you can only do that through actually doing it. 
And it’s not just the space, it’s the atmosphere and how you’re feeling, and 
how everybody is feeling, maybe that’s something that Jeremy has said, that 
I’ve said that I’ve decided, or wanted to do – you know it’s the last concert of 
a three-date tour, after a huge amount of work, and I was only fully confident 
with the whole thing, you know the more we did it the more confident I 
became with what was possible – you know, something that was going to 
work for me and something that was going to work for the band and Jeremy 
and the audience.  
(Matthew 23 December 2014) 
 
6.2.2 TRAIL2 
At the close of rehearsals, TRAIL2 had two clear roles: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The crossfade between Matthews’s electronic tam tam and bells and the recreation of 
the C natural bass cello drone happens swiftly in both performances as discussed 
(a) Firstly, during the gap between Matthews’s diminuendo and the 
beginning of ‘And The Days Are Long’ there will be a 
crossfade: Matthews’s tam tam and bells sample fades out, and 
her drone sample fades in immediately or as soon as possible 
 
and 
 
(b) Secondly, the drone (which is a pre-recorded cello sample) must 
swell in and out the texture dynamically and harmonically 
(overtones) 
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between composers during rehearsal. In Performance A (  Clip#6.3) the cello 
fades in at bar 4, however in Performance the B (  Clip#6.4) the transition occurs 
immediately in bar 1. Concerning this transition, Performance B can be identified as 
a more accurate performance than A due to Peyton Jones’s instructions given to 
Matthews during rehearsal to bring the cello in as soon as possible at the start of 
‘And The Days Are Long’. In both performances the cello is heard up to and 
including Figure K. Matthews explains how she works with this sound in 
performance: 
Joe Zeitlin – he’s the cello player. So I went to record him, and then from that 
I edited out samples, and those samples I put in the computer. And those 
sounds, because I used good microphones and did a good recording, you get 
all the harmonics, and he’s a fantastically accurate player, and I did quite 
close mic recordings, so his bow action came through in the recordings. And 
so I wanted to use those bow actions to be able to shape the sound within the 
space. So I actually timed the crossings of the bow to the amount of time it 
took that note to cross the space. In performance I would know that this 
button […] would trigger the cello, so then I have to quietly fade that in. And 
where I am hearing it, I’m sat halfway back in the theatre, and this is coming 
out of the speakers on the stage that are facing the audience, facing me, 
which is why I need to be sitting in the audience so that I can hear how this 
will mix with the band. […] This moment [Rehearsal Mark B] was quite loud 
but it’s back here, I’ve got it at the back [speakers 5. and 6.] and they’re all at 
the front 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
 
Figure 6.10 illustrates this process as realised in the setup in Performance A. The six 
speakers are shown circulated around the De La Warr Pavilion seating plan,  
showing Matthews sitting in the centre of the speakers and audience. The cello is 
distributed between speakers 1. and 2., corresponding to the recorded movement 
between points x and y on the bow. The cello is drawn between the corresponding 
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speaker pairs (front, middle, back) throughout performance. e.g. between 5. and 6. at 
Rehearsal Mark B. 
 
 
Figure 6.10 Setup and shaping of ‘cello between speakers 1 and 2 in Performance A: 
Bexhill. 
 
In conversation with Matthews she explains what she is doing on screen regarding 
the treatment of the cello sample through software, and how this is controlled 
through hardware: 
I’m using LiSa X. So what I do here is, this button (A) moves me up and 
down this box, and this has the sample, so this is where it will start (B) and 
this is where it will end (C). You can change the duration of it, the length. 
The pitch (C natural) stays the same (D), but I can also change that. But, one 
of the problems with this box, and with MIDI and with this software, which 
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is why I [additionally] use the other controller [Gluebox], is that you can only 
adjust the pitch by semitones. But the other box [Gluebox] is open sound 
control [OSC] which gives you thousands of divisions for that length. This 
fader [MIDI] will only give you 127 divisions. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
   
The following figure (Figure 6.11) shows a diagram of Matthews’s MIDI controller 
(A). The second (Figure 6.12) shows the windows (1. – 4.) Matthews has open on 
her screen. The annotations (A; B; C; and D) show how the software (LiSa X) 
corresponds to the sound produced in the space in correlation with her physical 
movement with the MIDI controller. 
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Figure 6.11 Matthews’s MIDI Controller 
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Figure 6.12 Correspondence between MIDI and LiSa X during performance of the Cello sample 
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It is clear that although Matthews is working with a  pre-recorded sample, in 
performance she is controlling its speed (thus harmonic shaping), volume, pitch, 
duration and spatialization simultaneously. The complex nature of fading in and 
controlling all of these aspects whilst also fading out the tam tam and bells sample is 
a possible reason why the cross fade is delayed in Performance A. Despite its 
complexity Matthews successfully produces the crossfade at bar 1 of ‘And The Days 
Are Long’ in Performance B. This is an example of ‘liveness’ in the interaction 
between human and machine in performance, where the machine hosts a pre-
recorded sample and the human controls the shape and structure of that sound. A 
similar electroacoustic interaction between an acoustic tam tam and pre-recorded 
cello is seen in Jonathan Harvey’s Inner Light 1 (1973). Roxburgh (2014) writes: 
In works with involve pre-recorded sound to be played concurrently with live 
orchestral instruments or voices, the conductor has to identify the sounds on 
the tape in the course of rehearsal and performance. […] It is imperative that 
the pre-recorded tape be learned thoroughly by the conductor. Only with this 
preparation can the co-ordination […] be achieved. Inner Light 1 
demonstrates a remarkable sensitivity and imaginative blending of […] pre-
recorded tape and live instruments. The composer has included a graphic 
representation (Figure 6.13) of the pre-recorded table which includes specific 
cues for the conductor to identify. 
(Roxburgh, 2014: 82) 
 
Figure 6.13 Inner Light 1 (Harvey, 1973) from Roxburgh, 2014: 82 
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Both examples show a gradual crescendo of the interaction in performance between 
human and machine using percussion, (tam tam) and cello. In Harvey’s work, the 
human (conductor) must interact with the pre-recorded tape: i.e. this is part-live, as 
the live acoustics merge with a non-live recording. However Endings offers a 
considerably more complex merger between tam tam and cello. In this example, the 
cello is also pre-recorded, but it is controlled live by a human performer who is not 
the conductor. In Harvey’s example, the tape has control, as the conductor must learn 
this to create a successful merger in performance. In Peyton Jones’s example, he 
must respond in real time to Matthews’s control of the pre-recorded sample, thus 
combining live sound manipulation with live composer-performer (co-collaborator) 
interaction. 
 
6.2.3  TRAIL3 
This TRAIL concerns the interaction between electronics and guitar, beginning in 
section Aiii (Rehearsal Mark K), where Matthews’s cello blends with Smiths 
harmonizer. Although this interaction is clearer in Performance B (  Clip#6.6) 
compared to Performance A (  Clip#6.5), both clips illustrate that the blend 
between harmonizer and electronics is synchronized. Conversation with Matthews in 
her studio reveals her process: ‘I start to play more than one cello, I start to play 
several. I play a low one and a high one’ (23 December, 2014). This is evident in the 
Status Window in LiSa X (Figure 6.14): two voices are shown, where the sample 
<CELLO_harms.sd2> is doubled. Matthews fades between these samples where one 
is pitched an octave below (remaining on C). 
 
 
 
 
386 
 
 
Figure 6.14 CELLO_harms.sd2 in LiSa X 
 
The blend between electronics and acoustics provides the basis of textural 
development in Section B in ‘And The Days Are Long’. Peyton Jones allowed the 
experimental nature of Matthews’s practice to develop in rehearsal by ‘trying things 
out’. Matthews’s continued in this way but remained unsure of her part: ‘I’m still not 
really finding what I want for the second (half).’ In both  Clip#6.7 (Performance 
A) and  Clip#6.8 (Performance B) the results of Matthews’s experimentations 
through rehearsal process are heard in performance. 
Matthews’s own reflections on the performances of ‘And The Days Are Long’ reveal 
how she modifies her practices between performances: 
I remember I was told off for being too loud after the London show [un-
recorded performance between Bexhill and Bristol], and the London show I 
really enjoyed. For me it was the first time I really had the chance to play the 
piece. But at the beginning of this Bristol show I was like ‘woah gotta’ reign 
it in, gotta reign it in’ because I had been told I had been a bit too much. 
That’s from the tunesmiths, you know – as if everything that is electronic is 
like only wanted as decoration. 
(Matthews, 2 December 2014) 
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This comment reveals two interesting points. Firstly, it suggests that Matthews felt 
the performance at Bexhill (A) did not offer her the chance to fully engage with the 
production as much as she may have liked. It is not clear why this may have been, 
however the complexity of the Matthews’s set-up alongside Bexhill being the initial 
performance may have had an impact where Matthews may have needed to focus on 
the technicalities of the performance, drawing a focus away from the music 
aesthetics. The second point is that it is clear Matthews had received instructions 
after the London performance suggesting the electronics were too prominent. 
Although it is unclear (tunesmiths) where this instruction came from (composers, 
performers, sound technicians etc.), it is clear that Matthews’s role as performer, 
receptive of performance directions, overshadows her role as a collaborative co-
composer. 
She explains her performance practice as seen in both Clips #6.7 and #6.8. She is 
working with two sound sources. Firstly, live sampling of the guitar: 
I sampled the guitar player. That, that thing that’s a bit off pitch, that’s me. 
But I don’t have those samples anymore you see, because I took them during 
the time. 
(Matthews, 2 December 2014) 
 
And secondly, a ‘traffic’ sound: 
It’s traffic. And again I’m doing this thing with moving it. I know why I 
wanted to do this. I was totally convinced that this is what needs. It was so 
immediate because it was so bleak. And this a recording I made in Germany. 
I call it Autibahn. 
(Matthews, 2 December 2014) 
 
Figure 6.15 shows Matthews’s use of the traffic soundscape through LiSa X, again 
controlled through the MIDI hardware. The first window (1.) shows the loading 
status of the sample (<Autibahn_16.sd2>). The second window (2.) shows the 
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waveform. The transition can be seen between the residual of the cello sample (a) 
and the Autibahn sample (b). The MIDI controller allows Matthews to time the 
duration of this transition and the volume/fading of the samples in order to create a 
smooth crossfade. 
 
 
Figure 6.15 Traffic (<Auttibahn_16.sd2>) in LiSa X 
 
In both Performance A and Performance B the interaction between electronics and 
guitar form a textural backdrop to the other instruments (specifically to the triplet 
figures in Section B).  The decisions and discussions made between Peyton Jones, 
Matthews and Smith in rehearsal materialize in both performances where 
conventional and contemporary techniques of music performance fuse to create an 
antiphonal texture that adds shape and depth to the original work. Evidence of 
Matthews and Smith listening and responding to each other during performance is 
clear in the audio of both clips. 
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6.2.4    TRAIL4 
TRAIL 4 concerns the use of spoken statistics in ‘The Valley’. After rehearsal there 
were two developments concerning this idea: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In both Performance A ( Clip#6.9) and Performance B ( Clip#6.10), 
Pappenheim, Askew, Elder and Taylor are both seen and heard reading the statistical 
information from the opening of ‘The Valley’. Additionally, although Matthews 
cannot be seen in either of the extracts from the footage, her part becomes clear: 
when Pappenheim and Askew stop reading the text and begin to sing at bar 25 
(Rehearsal Mark D) “Oh so love-ly”, their spoken vocals continue in both 
performances. Although it is not seen in Clips #6.9 and #6.10, both Elder’s and 
Taylor’s spoken voices also continue when they begin playing at bar 81 (Rehearsal 
Mark J). Thus, it is evident that in performance Matthews is sampling the performers 
live. When working with Matthews in her studio in London, she explains: 
 
(a) Firstly, the spoken statistics will definitely feature in the 
ensemble. They will be read by Pappenheim, Askew, 
Elder and Taylor, and will begin at the start of ‘The 
Valley’ 
 
and 
 
(b) Secondly, the spoken statistics may additionally feature 
in Matthews’s part. She will sample Pappenheim, 
Askew, Elder and Taylor live in performance. This is 
only discussed and not practised in rehearsal, thus it is 
not a definite feature. 
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I’m sampling them. So I’m doing all that conversation that’s going on. All 
the live sampling and processing is done in LiSa X. So I’m grabbing the 
voices and processing the voices in LiSa X, so that’s how I do the first part. 
(Matthews, 2 December 2014) 
 
This was not practiced during rehearsal: it was only implied. Thus it can be 
concluded that the negotiations between Peyton Jones and Matthews during both the 
pre-rehearsal conversation and the rehearsal worked in Matthews’s favour. Peyton 
Jones initially rejected the idea of the spoken vocals: after acoustic practice (in 
rehearsal) and implied electronic sampling of the voices, the results of the 
negotiations and practice are clear in both performances. 
 
6.2.5   TRAIL 5 
In rehearsal there were four distinct timbres of sound comprising Matthews’s wind 
soundscape that are to feature and build throughout ‘The Valley’: 
 
 
 
 
 
The first three of these were approved by Peyton Jones, whilst the fourth was 
rejected. Additionally, it was discussed that the although the soundscape will 
develop (both through texture and volume) through ‘The Valley’, it is only at the key 
change at bar 97 (Rehearsal Mark L) where Matthews’s electronics will begin to 
overpower the ensemble throughout the Outro section until the instrumentalists 
cannot be heard. 
1. a swirling, flickering tremolando 
2. a small number of slowly descending and 
ascending glissandi sine tones 
3. a crackly, bass rumble 
4. a sustained tone 
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When comparing Performance A ( Clip#6.11) with Performance B (
Clip#6.12), Matthews is notably more present (in volume) in the former than the 
latter. In Clip#6.11 all three types of sound Matthews used in rehearsed are 
distinctively clear: the slowly descending and ascending glissandi sine tones are 
particularly clear towards the end of the clip. The increase in volume after the key 
change is also particularly noticeable in this performance. However these features 
are less evident in Clip#6.12 (Performance B). The features are still identifiable 
during the performance, mainly the increase in volume after the key change, 
however in a comparatively subtle way to Performance A. This may possibly be due 
to the fact that between performances A and B, and after the un-recorded interim 
performance in London, Matthews states she was ‘told off’ for being too loud as 
previously discussed. 
Specifically concerning Matthews’s role in ‘The Valley’, researching and 
documenting her performance practice in her London studio (2 December 2014) in 
this piece again reveals its complexity. Regarding the wind soundscape, Matthews 
says,  
For the beginning of ‘The Valley’ I would have needed to have sampled the 
voices [spoken texts], so I don’t have voice recordings. […] I start with 
playing the sampled voices, and then this (wind soundscape) comes in first, 
slowly – I would gradually fade it in, so it just gives it weight – it’s not really 
present as a sound, it’s more just a presence. […] When I start to play this 
noisy flying around stuff, that is done in Max/MSP […] I start to use Max 
here and start spinning stuff around’  
(Matthews, 2 December 2014) 
 
Questioning Matthews on the logistics of the transition from the sampled voices in 
LiSa X to the wind soundscape in Max/MSP reveals the complicated nature of the 
process. Matthews discusses the challenges faced with regards to lack of 
time/duration when working with two pieces of software. The duration is fixed by 
Peyton Jones’s music: his music provides the structure and duration/timings that 
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Matthews must work with. This is why, when asked about time and preparation in 
performance, Matthews says: 
No, [there is not enough time] which is why all the audio material in 
Max/MSP is all ready to go. So for example, a sound is already there, and I 
just have to fade it in, and then adjust its level. But how it fits in and moves 
around the space is pre-recorded. That ‘fwooosh’ – what it’s doing is actually 
going round and round everyone’s heads – it’s flying around in circles. So 
what I do is alter the intensity. 
(Matthews, 2 December 2014) 
 
In ‘The Valley’, Matthews is using Max/MSP, LiSa X, PBDI and her MIDI 
controllers simultaneously: 
I’m using a 6-channel volume patch. (Figure 6.16) This is what connects the 
audio outputs of  the pink balls. When I make a sound that I’m going to use 
in Max/MSP, I decide on a sound, I then play it from the OSC controller 
(Gluebox), and as I’m playing it I’m drawing it between six speakers. And as 
I do that, that movement that is made is also recorded. So I have two files – I 
end up with a text file, which is a playback of the ‘x’ and ‘y’ co-ordinates (in 
PBDI) – so that data is telling the sound to move in a particular way. The 
pink ball map of the speakers is how they’re connected to the speakers in the 
concert hall, and how those speakers are then connected to the internals of 
this computer are with this volume patch. So, I’m not using two pieces of 
software, I’m using three. Max/MSP uses Java and I worked with a 
programmer called David Muth, and he came up with this system, we 
designed it together, and he wrote it in Max/MSP – I don’t code Max/MSP. 
[…]I use LiSa X to live sample and process sounds so that I can improvise, 
but I use Max/MSP and the Java app(lication) running alongside the patch to 
be able to do much more articulate spacing and motion of sound in space. 
[…] [When] using gesture within sound, the position of a sound within a 
space is as important as its size, its texture, its duration, its colour – but 
where it appears and what it then does is a really important part of the 
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vocabulary I was work with. […] Max/MSP gives me much more precision 
in that field. 
(Matthews, 2 December 2014) 
 
 
Figure 6.16 6-Channel volume patch in Max/MSP 
 
 
Compared to the ‘Tam Tam and Bells’ where Matthews would draw the sound 
around the auditorium manually, during performance of The Valley, the soundscape 
is spatialized according to the Java Script text file which Matthews has pre-recorded 
in her studio (Figure 6.17). She says: 
This is the text file (Figure 6.17 [right]) – so this is the file that’s recorded all 
my movements with PBDI (Figure 6.17 [centre], so when I’m playing back 
the sample <valleycircle1.aif>  Figure 6.17 [left] it plays appropriately – it 
plays the gesture – it’s going very fast. (Automation is recorded as a text file, 
in Java script – so Java records the gestures I make in the studio as a page of 
data and then when it’s stored as a recording and called up it plays back that 
data – when you’re doing that live all the data is just going on in the 
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background but it’s only going to get stored if you record it.) And I how 
made this, was from the original recording that I was given as a demo, I 
sampled some of that recording and worked it in the studio and was 
experimenting with moving it around. Because you get the whole thing 
emerging, and it’s the same pitch – it is the pitch of The Valley, it is the pitch 
at which they sing it, the performers. I mean I’m doing some other things as 
well but essentially it’s the same pitch. I’m playing this as well – this is earth 
rumble (Figure 6.16 [left]) 
(Matthew 23 December 2014) 
 
In addition to the wind soundscape and bass rumble (<EARTH-rumble.aif>) one of 
the ‘other’ things Matthews creates, are ascending and descending glissandi sine 
tones. She explains, 
I’m also playing tones. So this (Figure 6.18) is the set up that I made myself. 
So this is how I’m doing the tone bending for ‘The Valley’. This is used 
through what is called a Tudor patch, named after the American experimental 
electronic composer David Tudor because it uses a feedback system within 
itself which Tudor used to kind of do with analogue electronics. So this, in a 
kind of way, is a digital version of what he does. So what I’ve got written 
here, ‘The Valley, Reverb 90% 199 – 200’ – so what I mean by this, 199 to 
200, when I’m bending it (the tone[s]) I’m actually moving it (A / B / C) up 
to 200 and to 296, so I’m basically giving myself a framework in which to 
move this. I’m dragging this in performance – I’m doing all that bending live. 
I’m actually playing these live in the show. So these numbers (D) are 
essentially a guide for me to work within – because it’s really sensitive and 
it’s possible to go and do stuff that’s really good fun to do but actually not 
really doing what’s required for the composition. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
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Figure 6.17 <theVALLEYcircle1.aif> and <EARTH-rumble.aif> in Max/MSP (left); recorded through PBDI (centre) in JavaScript (right) 
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Figure 6.18 Tudor Patch: Tone Bending in ‘The Valley’ (Tudor Tones) 
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All of these processes Matthews’s is working with in performance culminate towards 
a highly-complex performance practice. In addition to the hardware (mouse, MIDI 
controller etc.) and the software (Max/MSP, LiSa X etc.) that Matthews is using to 
control the sound, she is also faced with the challenges of having to look at her 
instrument (desktop screen) to control the sound, whilst also having her notebook 
score and Peyton Jones’s conductor’s score to hand. TRAILS 3 – 5 throughout ‘The 
Valley’ is written down in her notebook score (Figure 6.19). The text on the left of 
the figure are the notes made during rehearsal. These develop into the text on the 
right: these are Matthews’s performance directions. The elements of TRAILS 3 – 5 
are evident in this text. Further specifics are revealed in the following section 
(TRAIL 6) regarding the transition from ‘The Valley’ into ‘Stunde Null: Running’. 
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Figure 5.19 ‘The Valley’ Notebook score: Rehearsal Score (left) and Performance Score (right) 
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6.2.6    TRAIL6 
TRAIL 6 concerns the interlude and transition between ‘The Valley’ and ‘Stunde 
Null: Running’. There were three aspects discussed in rehearsal: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Clip#6.13 shows the transition and interlude in Performance A.  Clip#6.14 
shows the transition and interlude in Performance B. 
The volume of the electronics builds throughout ‘The Valley’, as discussed by the 
collaborators during rehearsal. Importantly, in both performances they do not 
overpower the ensemble until after Rehearsal Mark L. Both clips show the volume of 
the electronics beginning to outweigh the volume of the ensemble during the Outro 
section. However, despite this, both performances are particularly different. Firstly, 
in Performance A (Clip#5.13), the 8-bar Outro is played once and then repeated as 
written in the score. The clip shows Peyton Jones changing scores at this moment 
whilst Harrison (keyboards) continues to play another four bars of the motif and 
fades out. In Performance B, Harrison follows Peyton Jones’s cue: the 8 bars are 
played once, then repeated, and then stop. i.e. the motif in the keyboards does not 
continue to accompany Matthews as seen in Performance A and as discussed in 
rehearsal. However, the main difference between performances is the duration. The 
interlude in Performance A lasts for 48 seconds. This is similar to the rehearsal 
practices (around half a minute). However the interlude in Performance B is 
(a) the keyboard motif may continue as necessary after 
the 8-bar repeat 
(b) the electronics should not overpower the ensemble 
before Rehearsal Mark L 
(c) the electronics will continue to form an interlude for 
around half a minute, although Peyton Jones will decide 
on the entry of ‘Stunde Null: Running’ based on the how 
the sonic material fills the auditorium. i.e. he must listen 
and pick the best moment.  
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considerably longer, lasting for exactly two and a half minutes. Thus, Performance A 
shows a 45.5% increase compared to rehearsal. Performance B shows a 368.75% 
increase compared to rehearsal, and a 212.5% increase compared to Performance A. 
Figure 6.20 illustrates these comparisons. 
The difference in duration of the interlude between Performance A and Performance 
B is the result of part-fixed, part unfixed process. The core fixed element is the 
volume of the electronics: they build and over power the ensemble. The unfixed 
element is the duration: although half a minute was discussed as a guideline in 
rehearsal, Performance B shows that Peyton Jones is not restricted by this figure. He 
passes control to Matthews during the interlude, and then regains control when he 
feels the moment is best. When discussing the interlude with Matthews, she says: 
This was something I completely developed throughout the piece […] I 
remember it was really dynamic at the Southbank and at Bristol it was quite 
controlled, because I had kind of been told off: that it was too much. It was 
meant to overwhelm. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
 
Although the performance in London was not recorded, this comment suggests that 
the composers discussed the programme between performances: in this instance 
(between London and Performance B), Matthews revises her interlude. Thus, the 
composers may have negotiated a longer transition, in addition to an increasingly 
‘controlled’ interlude between the pieces. Working with Matthews in her London 
studio reveals how she uses sound in a controlled fashion, specifically regarding this 
transition: 
I made a patch [Max/MSP] for this piece. What I have here is a situation 
whereby I’ve got four separate folders, so I can control what recordings I’ve 
got, and their motion, their gesture through the PBDI – that information as 
well. So they’re all individually controllable by me with the mouse. But these 
ones, the three at the top and the two at the bottom (Figure 6.21) operate with 
a rule system. (Continued page 402) 
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Figure 6.20 Duration Comparison between ‘The Valley’ to ‘Stunde Null: Running’ Interlude in Performance A and Performance B
 
 
 
402 
 
(Quote continued) So any sound that plays in Folder 1 – this is a solo sound 
that will play on its own. But if I play a sound in folder 2 it will also bring up 
a sound in folder 3. And if I bring up a sound in folder 3, it brings up a sound 
in folder 4 and folder 5. So if I left this to run, it would play on and on, and 
what it means is that you’re going to get a different combination of different 
sounds all the time: it will always be changing. And I set that up thinking that 
it would be a useful thing for this piece, but it was not because everything 
needed to kind of be so pre-determined. In a more improvised situation it 
would be really great. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
 
 
Figure 6.21 Folders 1 – 5  
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Figure 5.21 shows how Matthews has the potential to work with new combinations 
of sounds in each performance, however, she says: 
It is the same kind of material [in each performance], because if I play totally 
different material it would freak everybody out, because they [Peyton Jones 
and RMII] require certain things to happen at certain times. 
(Matthews, 2 December 2014) 
This example illustrates how instead, Matthews is working with a controlled, pre-
determined set of sounds. The types and build-ups of sound are expanded upon in 
TRAIL8. 
 
6.2.7    TRAIL7 
TRAIL7 concerns the improvised, interactive structure between Matthews 
(electronics) and Hayward (drums) at the end of ‘Stunde Null: Running’ and the 
transitional interlude into ‘So In America’. Clip#6.15 shows this occurring in 
Performance A. Clip#6.16 shows it occurring in Performance B. The two 
performances are significantly different. Firstly, similarly to the previous transitional 
interlude, the duration is different in each performance, and again similar to previous 
examples, both are different in comparison to what was discussed between 
collaborators in rehearsal (40 seconds originally, subsequently revised to 80 
seconds). The duration of the interlude in Performance A is 1 minute 47 seconds. In 
Performance B it lasts for 2 minutes 10 seconds. Figure 6.22 illustrates these 
differences. 
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Figure 6.22 Duration Comparison between ‘Stunde Null: Running’ to ‘So In 
America’ Interlude in Performance A and Performance B 
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Secondly the content (both Matthews’s and Hayward’s) of the improvised interaction 
has a number of differences. In Performance A Hayward maintains a pulse for a 
further 8 bars and then performs gestural fragmented beats for around a further 15 
seconds that disperse into the electronics. The electronics then develop: Matthews 
uses processed samples from ‘The Valley’ and the sound of fire crackles (see TRAIL 
8 below). A flickering pulse appears, however different to the one used in rehearsal, 
and the keyboards (Harrison) fade in. In Performance B Hayward maintains the 4/4 
pulse into the interlude for around 12 and a half bars, before again performing 
fragmented beats, this time for around 45 seconds. During this time, the electronics 
feature a processed sample from ‘Tam Tam and Bells’ and a high-pitched tone. 
There are no sounds from the ‘Valley’ as in Performance A, however Matthews does 
similarly use the sound of fire crackles.  
The interaction then continues with new experimental performance practices from 
Hayward. As the high-pitched tone develops into the flickering pulse (the same one 
used in Performance B), Hayward drags the handle of a drumstick across the surface 
of the cymbal, creating a high-pitched scratching timbre that blends with the 
electronics. Clip#5.16 clearly shows Hayward’s reactions: when he hears the tone in 
the electronics he then begins to scratch the cymbal: when it fades he hesitates and 
holds back, but when it returns he performs. This continues until the keyboards fade 
in. Both performances share three similarities: the fragmented interaction between 
Hayward and Matthews, the fire crackles in the electronics and the high-pitched 
flickering tone. This example illustrates a level of performer interaction between 
Matthews and Hayward. Although it is unclear if this interaction is two-dimensional 
(i.e. responsive between both performers) it is clear that Hayward is working in a 
reactive way to Matthews’s sound. Thus, Hayward’s performance practice moves 
from a part-improvised punctuated rhythmic pattern in ‘Stunde Null: Running’ 
reacting to notation, to a fully improvised reaction to Matthews’s performance.  
In both performances it is clear that the tone is the cue for Peyton Jones to listen for 
to being ‘So In America’. This is an element fixed in rehearsal, and although it is not 
quite the same pulse used during practices, it has the same function. The fire crackle 
sounds are discussed below with regards to the build-up of content throughout 
‘Stunde Null: Running’. Matthews works with sound that build from the end of ‘The 
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Valley’, through the interlude into ‘Stunde Null: Running’ and throughout, forming 
the interlude into ‘So In America’.  
 
6.2.8   TRAIL8 
In both Performances the electronics start to build at the end of ‘The Valley’ and 
continue through ‘Stunde Null: Running’ creating a ‘frenetic, dirty’ texture until ‘So 
In America’. Clip#6.17 and Clip#6.18 show the performances of ‘Stunde 
Null: Running’ in Bexhill and Bristol respectively. The electronics contribute to the 
overall texture, however it is difficult to single out and identify specific sounds. 
Matthews’s notebook score (Figure 6.23) reveals her instructions used in 
performance. 
Firstly it is clear Matthews begins to prepare these sounds during the end of ‘The 
Valley’, indicated by ‘after key change increase volume’. Although the idea to 
‘fatten’ the strings did not materialise in rehearsal, it is evident in Matthews’s score 
‘mirror high strings’. Live-sampling the strings in performance is one way Matthews 
contributes to the overall texture. Finally, it is clear that the fire crackles are a fixed 
element: ‘Fire on 4’ and ‘Fire on 5’ written in score instruct Matthews to play the 
sample twice at different pitches (96 and 75). It in interesting that there is no note of 
the high-pitched flickering pulse given that its sounding is an important cue for 
Peyton Jones. Matthews explains how she creates the overall texture during 
performances: 
So this is what is happening: [Firstly], ‘Fire on 4’ and ‘pitch 96’, and ‘Fire on 
5’ at pitch 75’ […] I hit letter E (on the keyboard) and it’s loaded in and 
ready to play, and building into Stunde Null. […] SO this is something 
played on LiSa X. I dump the fire sounds into it and control it with the MIDI 
controller, sending out the different channels through the different faders. So 
I have to get the pitch at 96 and fade it in. I have to work really quickly. So 
each sound has ‘volume’ ‘start’ ‘length’ and ‘pitch’ – I need to trigger it. I 
don’t touch the pitch whilst it’s playing. So the pitched in predetermined at 
96. […] So this happening, and then the tones are going on. 
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(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.23 Matthew’s Notebook score for ‘Stunde Null: Running’ 
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Numbers ‘4’ and ‘5’ correspond to the groups of sliders on the MIDI controller. 
Matthews explains other additions to the texture: 
Stunde Null 8 and Stundle Null 9: they’re coming in at ‘Stunde Null: 
Running’ […] So when I say 8 and 9, I mean folder 8 and folder 9 which 
gives me access to different sounds. [but] In performance I don’t need to 
know what’s going on because I’m not looking at any of that. The thing is 
with Stunde Null, is the band is coming in, and I just needed to add weight 
and drama to it, which is already so dramatic. And my way of doing it is by 
using material of the original recording, which I sample and process, and play 
back at the same pitch or slightly higher, but I’m moving it, so I’m creating 
drama through motion. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
 
6.2.9    TRAIL9 
In both Performance A ( Clip#6.19) and Performance B ( Clip#6.20) the 
‘electronic glitter’ provides a continuous static sound throughout. This was 
confirmed by both collaborators during rehearsal. Matthews explains her score 
(Figure 6.24) and performance practice: 
‘T’ loads ‘sparkler’ into LiSa […] so I have put my sparkler into LiSa, so that 
at 64. 64 is regular pitch: that’s the pitch at which it was sampled. So I’ve got 
control here (MIDI) and I’ve also got it happening here (Max/MSP). I’m 
playing it through Max/MSP and it’s also playing through LiSa. I’m using 
the same sound in two different controllers. And ‘yellow fairy 2’ is another 
high sparkly sound that I bring in. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
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Figure 6.24 Notebook Score for So In America 
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Figure 6.25 shows this on Matthews’s screen:  
 
 
Figure 6.25 ‘Sparkler’ in Max/MSP and LiSa 
 
The electronic glitter continues and begins to develop towards the end of ‘So In 
America’ to form the transitional interlude into ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’. This interlude in 
Performance A is seen as part of Clip#6.19 (at the end). A separate clip (  
Clip#6.21) show the footage of this interlude in Performance B. As with the previous 
interludes in performance, the first noticeable difference between performances and 
with rehearsal is the duration. In rehearsal this interlude lasted around 50 seconds. In 
Performance A (Clip#6.19) it lasts for only 37 seconds. In Performance B 
(Clip#6.21) it lasts for 4 minutes 5 seconds. This is the first example where one of 
the interlude performances is shorter than in rehearsal. Figure 6.26 illustrates these 
differences in durations. 
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Figure 6.26 Duration Comparison between ‘So In America’ and ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’ Interlude in Performance A and Performance B 
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Secondly, Performance A and Performance B are significantly different with regards 
to content. Performance A is very quiet. This is also very little sonic material. The 
electronic glitter continues then fades. There is also no ‘ping’ sample that was 
discussed and practiced in rehearsal. Aside from its sonic properties, this ‘ping’ also 
had the significant function of a cue for Peyton Jones to begin ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’.  
Performance B is drastically different. The electronic glitter continues for a few 
seconds. Then Matthews brings in samples of the ensemble, (strings and keyboards) 
from ‘So In America’. This forms the interlude, crossfading towards the end of the 
clip (#6.21) with the electronic ping that was discussed in rehearsal. It is clear that 
Peyton Jones hears and recognizes the ping as his cue, and prepares to bring in the 
ensemble (‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’). 
Regarding the transition in Bristol, Matthews says: 
‘I do all this sampling live. I think it’s because, I can hear what I’m trying to 
do. In a way I’m imitating the band, imitating this repetition, and it’s not 
what…. it’s something electronics can do beautifully and I was looking to do 
something very static. I remember at the Southbank this worked really 
cleanly, but trying to recreate something never works. So I think this is quite 
weak actually. It was a huge risk, when you grab something: when you 
sample a band you never really know what you’re going to get until you play 
it back. But at the same time, it made something completely peculiar for the 
audience to listen to, which is good. And it creates a break, so that’s good. 
But you know, ‘Good for you Kaffe, it was an experiment, it’s ok’. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
 
This interlude exemplifies the risk Matthews discusses concerning live experimental 
improvisation. The material she uses is recorded and processed in real-time, thus 
entirely created ‘on the fly’. Playing sonic material through the speakers that she has 
not even heard herself illustrates the experimental nature of performance practice. 
However, the ‘ping’ exemplifies a complete contrast to this: this is fixed and Peyton 
Jones’s cue. Thus, this interlude is an example of two extreme performance 
practices: one which is sampled, processed, experimented with and played live 
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without any pre-conception, and the other, which is entirely thought out, discussed 
and practiced in rehearsal, created before performance, and fixed in written notation 
(Figure 6.24 [ping]). Matthews explains how this works: 
So then the ping comes in. That ping and the rhythmic glitch is written in a 
piece of software called ixiquarks. All the little rhythmic, electronic, pulse 
motifs that I play: these ping ping things, I’ve made in Ixiquarks, which is a 
little bit of software which runs on SuperCollider. I remember that Jeremy 
loved all this stuff.  […]It’s a peculiar little gizmo. I used it to make all these 
little pulses. I use an ixiquarks instrument called Soundrops [Figure 6.27] to 
make it  So the way this works is you have different sounds you can choose 
from, and impulse is that little bleep. But I don’t sit here and work it out, 
thinking ‘I need more of this and less of this’ I improvise with it. I play with 
it. And there’s a frequency that’s very high. It’s funny, because you think you 
know where the beginning is, but you then you don’t know where the 
beginning is at all! […] This is coming out as ‘<backrightpercussion>’ and 
‘<backleftpercussion>’ through Max/MSP (Figure 6.28) in different folders. 
[And] that’s all to do with architecture – where there is space.  
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
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6.27 Ixiquarks: Sounddrops 
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6.28 Folders showing samples in ‘So In America’ 
 
 
 
 
416 
 
When questioned further on the setup of folders and sounds, Matthews says,  
What makes me decide what sounds go in what folders, is completely to do 
with… there are two things. [Firstly] when I’m working with this system of 
five folders that play against each other in a semi-random fashion, then it’s 
absolutely essential that certain kinds of sounds will go in the top folders and 
certain kinds of sounds will go in the bottom folders. The fact is that any 
sound in folder three could end up playing with any sound in folder 4 and 
folder 5, so those relationships have to work. [Secondly] these other folders 
[6, 7, 8 & 9], I kind of do two things. If I’ve got samples playing at the same 
time that are left and right, then I use 6 as left and 7 as right [to pan]. And 
then if I’m playing two sounds together, and I realise I need to play 
something else at the same time, such as backrightpercussion, I have to put it 
somewhere else. So that’ what I mean when I say the ‘architecture’ of the 
piece: it’s to do with where sounds are in when they’re ready to be played. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
 
6.2.10    TRAIL10 
In both Performance A and Performance B the cityscape if quite difficult to hear. 
Fragments are clear when the ensemble have pauses or rests, but both recordings do 
not document the soundscape clearly. The actual moment the electronics intersect the 
ensemble is also difficult to identify, especially having been specifically discussed 
during rehearsal. Overall, hearing the cityscape is difficult largely because of the 
spatialization. The cityscape was clearer in rehearsal due to the 2-speaker set up, but 
when travelling around the auditorium in a 6-speaker setup in performance, the 
microphones do not record the sound well. Cip#6.22 shows an extract from 
Performance A. Clip#6.23 shows an extract from Performance B: here the 
cityscape becomes clear by bar 37. Regarding the spatialization of sound, Matthews 
says, 
CITYFAR comes out of the front, outputs 1 and 2. CITYBACK come out of 
the back, outputs 5 and 6. I had some heels so they appear at a specific time, 
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and that is from outputs 3 and 4. So there’s this weird thing going on between 
the front and the back speakers. […] The other samples are used in the other 
pieces: for example ‘The Valley’, which I play off Max/MSP but edited here 
[in Logic] ([Figure 5.29] It was strange: I had a really clear idea that this is 
what I wanted to play for this piece. I don’t know why. Same for the traffic in 
‘And The Days Are Long’. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
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Figure 6.29 Logic showing Cityscape: <CITY FAR> [a]; <CITYBACK> [b]; and ‘HEELS’ [c]  
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Figure 6.28 is revealing in a number of ways. Firstly, <CITY FAR>  (a) and 
<CITYBACK> (b) both contain two samples played back-to-back. The waveforms 
also show that the <CITY FAR> and <CITYBACK> samples are identical. 
However, the waveforms also show that there is little dynamic shaping (volume 
changes), i.e. the samples remain at the same volume throughout. During rehearsal 
Peyton Jones gave three very specific directions to Matthews regarding the shaping 
in volume.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
In Performance B, the following is what actually happens: 
 
 
 
 
 
Continuing to use Performance B as an example, Figure 6.30 marks these 
comparisons onto the samples in Logic. The rehearsal decisions are marked in blue. 
The Performance realisations are marked in red.  
1. the cityscape should fade in at bar 19 (or just 
before Rehearsal Mark B) 
2. The cityscape should grow in volume 
throughout sections B and C at peak in volume 
at around bar 65/66 
3. The cityscape should decrease in volume at 
Rehearsal Mark F (reprise of section A). 
1. the cityscape fades in at bar 38 
2. the cityscape grows in volume but peaks in 
volume almost immediately and continues to 
bar 138 
3. The cityscape does not fade to a lower level at 
Rehearsal Mark F (bar 135) but completely 
disappears three bars later at bar 138. 
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Figure 6.30 Rehearsal Decisions (BLUE) vs. Performance B Realizations (RED) in ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’ 
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Despite the differences between what was decided upon in rehearsal and what 
actually happened in performance, it is clear Matthews was prepared. In 
Performance B, ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’ is 8 minutes 36 seconds long. Figure 6.29 shows 
9 minutes worth of cityscape sample prepared for ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’. However, 
Matthews could have pre-determined the dynamic (volume) shaping that was 
decided upon in rehearsal into the samples in Logic. This would have meant that the 
volume changes would have happened in performance exactly how they were 
decided upon in rehearsal (assuming Matthews began the sample in the correct 
place.) However, it is clear that Matthews did not do this. This would be fixing the 
dynamic shaping. Despite being decided upon in rehearsal, Matthews instead shapes 
the volume of the samples live in performance: Matthews changes the volume levels 
in real-time. Although in this example this voids the rehearsal decisions, it creates an 
element of liveness to this performance that otherwise would not have existed. In 
performance, Matthews adapted the volume levels based on the environment of the 
auditorium. In performance, she works with time and duration in the same way as 
rehearsal (i.e. not with bar numbers or Rehearsal Marks, but improvisationlly with 
what sounds best).  Figure 6.31 shows Matthews’s notebook score for this piece: 
there are no apparent markings/notes of volume control. Regarding the transition into 
Stunde Null: Time, the notebook clearly shows ‘crossover: play lodouble tonechord 
pitch 60’ 
Matthews says: 
‘play low double tone chord pitch 60’ but you see, by this time what I’m 
doing is really not written down at all. This [interlude] is entirely improvised. 
[…] this is what I mean, the sound runs around the room. You cannot begin 
to… how is a recording going to document that? The recording is horrible. 
This was really moving about. Basically it’s a LiSa improvisation using a 
tone and the tam tam sample which is right down low, and then I’m bringing 
in the ping over the top which is this <pingpinghipauseTop> towards the end 
of the interlude providing the transition into ‘Stunde Null: Time’ 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
This is evident in Figure 6.32 showing the notebook excerpt of the transition into 
‘Stunde Null: Time’ 
 
 
 
422 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.31 Notebook Score for ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’ 
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Figure 6.32 Notebook Score: ‘Transition into Stunde Null: Time’ 
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Thus, again because the interlude is completely improvised, both Performance A (
Clip#6.24) and Performance B ( Clip#6.25) are vastly different. In rehearsal 
the interlude was 10 seconds. In Bexhill it is 1 minute 18 (680% longer) and in 
Bristol it is 3 minutes 4 seconds (1740% longer than rehearsal and 136% longer than 
Bexhill). Figure 6.33 illustrates these differences. Although Matthews explains the 
improvised nature of the interlude, the important component is again the ping sample 
(<pingpinghipauseTop>). This is clear in both Performance A and Performance B. 
This is important for the same reason as discussed in previous examples: it is the cue 
for Peyton Jones to begin conducting the next piece. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.33 Duration Comparison between ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’ and ‘Stunde Null: 
Time’ Interlude in Performance A and Performance B 
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6.2.11    TRAIL11  
In both performances of ‘Stunde Null: Time’, the electronics provide a layer of 
sound with a variety of dynamic shaping. This was discussed in rehearsal: the 
electronics should interact with the ensemble in an antiphonal way; the percussion 
(Hayward) and the electronics (Matthews) would complement and respond to each 
other. Clip#6.26 and Clip#6.27 show examples of this interaction in both 
Performance A and B respectively. Matthews explains: 
They’re rushes. I’m playing rushes, and these rushes are at are pitch 60. And 
these are recorded at Aldeburgh, on the salterns, So these were performed 
through LiSa. So I’m shaping it with the volume but it also has the natural 
shape itself created by the wind. But with this interacting with Charles on the 
cymbal, I’m not sure if that kind of detail comes out in the recording at all. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
The clips show that in this example the dynamic shaping and interaction with 
Hayward is clear. The continued use of the ping sample (<pingpinghipauseTop>) is 
also clear. Figure 6.34 shows Matthews’s setup with LiSa (rushes) and Max/MSP 
(ping) during this piece. 
 
 
Figure 6.34 Rushes (<Rushes_16.sd2>) in ‘Stunde Null: Time’ 
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In rehearsal Peyton Jones directed Matthews to lower the volume during the spoken 
vocal sections. This does not happen in either performance. Other differences 
between performances concern the end of the end (marking the end of the first half 
of the programme). At the end of Performance A the rushes continue for 20 seconds 
and then fade out with the lights ( Clip#6.28). In Performance B they stop at the 
same time as the ensemble ( Clip#6.29). During rehearsal it was decided that 
Matthews would continue after the ensemble ends for around 15 seconds. Thus, it is 
possible that this decision was revised between performances. 
 
6.2.12     TRAIL12 
TRAIL12 follows the creative process through the three songs ‘Going Down’, 
‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’, and ‘And Then He Asked Me’. The following two-page 
spread (pp. 400 – 401) (Figure 6.35 and Figure 6.36) show Matthews’s rehearsal 
score (6.35) and performance score (6.36) for these three songs, and also White 
Noise and Will I Live Again?. For the following three TRAILS (12 – 14) these two 
figures are referred to throughout. The score is presented in this way, as Matthews 
has scored all five of the pieces that feature in the second half of Endings across two 
double pages, i.e. the instructions follow on from each other. Because of this, 
separating out the written instructions into individual piece and interludes would 
remove the wider context within the second half. 
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Figure 6.35 Rehearsal Score for Endings (second half) 
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Figure 6.36 Performance Score for Endings (second half)
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The first core decision discussed and rehearsed concerning the three songs was that 
Matthews would provide a seascape during ‘Going Down’. Within this seascape, 
four further specifics were decided: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comparing Performance A with Performance B reveals the extent to which these 
specifics materialize in each performance. In Performance A ( Clip#6.30) the 
seascape enters at bar 17 (31 bars early). It does not outweigh the volume of the 
ensemble (volume), however it does not fade in volume at bar 73. Instead, it 
continues to form an interlude. In Performance B ( Clip#6.31) the electronics 
again enter too early, on this occasion at bar 21 (27 bars early). During this 
performance the volume is noticeably louder compared with Performance A, but 
still, however, does not outweigh the volume of the ensemble. However, where it 
should fade in volume at bar 73 again it does not, and continues on. As the ensemble 
move to a quieter dynamic here, in this instance the seascape does begin to 
overpower the ensemble’s volume. 
Matthews’s rehearsal score (Figure 6.35) does indicate the specific details decided 
upon in rehearsal. Figure 6.35 clearly shows the writing ‘after trombone solo, ‘just a 
gentle squeeze upon my breast’ play sea’ [bar 48] with an arrow pointing to ‘‘I was 
on top of the world just a minute ago’ then a few more bars and then fade out’ 
[Rehearsal Mark D]. Matthews explains: ‘ ‘Going Down’ – ‘I was on top of the 
world just a minute a go, then a few more bars, then fade out’. That’s one of the 
(a) the electronic seascape will enter at the lyrics “just a gentle 
squeeze upon my breast” (bar 48). 
(b) the electronics should not outweigh the ensemble’s 
volume. 
(c) The electronics should fade in volume at around bar 73 
(Rehearsal Mark D) 
(d) The electronics continue to form an interlude into ‘Alturas 
de Macchu Picchu’ using ‘electrical sounds’ 
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lyrics for me, when I didn’t know the song, for me to know when to fade out’ 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014). However this does not translate into the 
performance score (Figure 6.36): there are no specifics. This is undoubtedly why 
both performances are different. Discussing this piece with Matthews reveals her 
inspiration for the seascape: 
There are two sea samples, one at the front and one at the back, both moving 
side to side. This is the drowning song, but it’s not the reason why I chose it. 
It’s too literal and obvious. But somehow because of the melody, and the 
melancholy and the beauty of it – this is my favourite song. And I have a 
very intimate relationship with the sea. I have spent a lot of time in or under 
water. A lot of my compositional developments or enquiry has been through 
working in water, literally diving and recording under water, and also using 
rivers and the journeys through the landscapes that rivers take, and the way 
that water sounds change over those landscapes. I’ve worked a lot with these 
kinds of ideas around my compositions. So when it came to this piece ‘Going 
Down’, when I heard it I could just hear the sound in my head, of the sea, and 
I wanted to play it. I tried it and it sat with it so sweetly that I had to use it. 
This particular recording is one that I made on the beach at Folkstone. I’ve 
got recordings of the sea from Suffolk, from Essex, from Ecquador, from 
France, from Italy, but I used the East coast English one, Folkstone, because 
it’s kind of grey, crashing on a shingle beach. So I used this because it’s quite 
gentle really. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
 
Matthews is evidently very involved with both the original song and her practices 
with sea sounds. Discussing the process of her involvement reveals both her 
performance practice and her ideas about how the relationships between the song and 
the sea sounds should exist: 
So I‘m playing the sample in two layers. So there’s a 3minute recording of 
the sea. And I am playing those two sections of sample between, with one 
fader. There’s one wave in LiSa, but I’m playing it there (green) and I’m also 
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playing it there [black] [Figure 6.37]. I’m using the MIDI controller to move 
the start-point of the sample. I’m playing it in two places. I’ve got two 
triggers: one starts at the beginning and one starts at green. I’m altering the 
start point of both of them, and that is the length of them. But I’m also 
controlling the panning position. And the panning on one is backwards, so, 
when there is one at the front, the beginning of the second sample [green] is 
coming out of the back. And they’re crossing over. One sample is coming out 
of the front of the house, so where the band is, and the other one is coming 
out right within the audience, so I wanted to envelop the audience in the sea. 
And one of the things about that, that I know was a problem for people at the 
Southbank [London], was the fact that people found it a bit much, because 
they couldn’t hear the singing. And yet to me, that was part of the deal – you 
could hear the singing, but the problem was that from their point of view the 
singing needed to be really on the top, and the noise, i.e. the atmosphere, 
needed to be in the background, underneath. Whereas for me, the voice 
needed to be immersed in the water. And obviously there’s a difficulty there 
which is a simple one, in as much as the frequency range that a voice 
operates at is in the high-mid range, and a lot of the clarity and intensity of 
noise, which is essentially this sea stuff, is within that range. So I was more 
subtle with it in Bristol because I got told off basically. Whereas I felt the 
Southbank one was more interesting, more dramatic. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2013) 
 
It is clear that Matthews envisions the seascape to be an integral part of the 
performance: instead of providing a scenic backdrop to the song, it instead engulfs 
the music. Although more subtle during Performance B in comparison to London 
(interim performance), feedback from performers argue against Matthews’s 
enveloping approach. Pappenheim says: 
What I found problematic was the random nature of it […] when what you 
expect to be put out there isn’t what you want. In Bristol […] it was Going 
Down I think […] 
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Figure 6.37 Seascape (<Folkestone_sea1.1 copy.all>) in ‘Going Down’
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[…] I was very upset after that because I’ve sang that song for over 25 years, 
and it’s a really beautiful song and it means quite a lot to me. And when we 
did it in rehearsal Kaffe was providing this… a bit like white noise, a kind of 
a literal take on that, a kind of noise running through the job. I think with 
Going Down she had the sea, the ocean, and it was way too loud, and it sort 
of knocked everything out. It would have been OK in parts of it, like the 
instrumental bit or before or after it, but I think she did that in the rehearsal, 
and it was awful, so I communicated that to Jeremy and he communicated 
that to her and she did nothing to change that. 
(Pappenheim, 29 November, 2014) 
 
There are two clear differences in opinion: both Matthews and Pappenheim see two 
different ways of performing the song. The fact that Pappenheim’s opinion is 
communicated to Matthews through Peyton Jones illustrates a level of hierarchy 
between composer and performer. This hierarchy was discussed with Pappenheim in 
interview: 
Q: Would you have spoken to Jeremy, to speak to Kaffe, or directly to Kaffe? 
MP: to Jeremy, because I think there’s a chain of command in those 
situations. I wanted to know that he didn’t want that. I couldn’t even hear 
myself. 
Q: So despite the fact that Kaffe was a co-composer, you still felt that a 
hierarchy was retained between a composer-conductor and a composer-
performer? 
MP: Yes definitely. There has to be in that situation. There’s too many 
people involved. You always have to do that, whether it’s theatre and through 
a director etc. you have to, in a diplomatic way, find the person in charge – I 
think that’s really important. For example in rehearsal I would have 
diplomatically said to Jeremy that a particular sound was may be unhelpful, 
as opposed to directly to Kaffe – if there is some way of keeping that sound 
back for that section. But she wasn’t very empathetic with us. I don’t think 
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she asked us how we felt about her role in it or what the relationship was. 
Maybe she could have done that with us I think. I mean I can’t say I know 
her at all, I have nothing against her, but we had a three-minute conversation 
and that was all. It’s just that it was unfortunate, and when you put all that 
time and effort into something and then it’s undermined by something 
random like that, then it’s extremely frustrating. It’s a bit like singing in a 
storm, a tsunami  - that’s what ‘Going Down’ felt like. But I enjoyed the stuff 
in between the pieces, so I think potentially it was, could have been really 
good. I don’t know if it lacked time or you know, maybe Jeremy shouldn’t 
have conducted it – may be it would have been better if he had another 
conductor, and he could actually sit out and not be torn two ways. 
(Pappenheim, 29 November, 2014) 
 
In ‘Going Down’, Pappenheim is clear about how the electronics affected her during 
performance. As a performer, she recognizes Peyton Jones’s directive role, believing 
it to be directive towards Matthews. The qualitative rehearsal analysis showed many 
examples, including for ‘Going Down’, where Peyton Jones was directive. Here he 
was ‘torn two ways’ – directing Matthews with a performer’s opinion. Although the 
electronics affected Pappenheim, there was no conversation in rehearsal between 
Peyton Jones and Matthews regarding the two different approaches to how the song 
should be performed. Peyton Jones directed Matthews to be quieter in specific 
sections, but simply these directions did not materialize in performance. 
Pappenheim’s suggestion that Peyton Jones could have not conducted is discussed in 
Chapter 7 (Conclusions: Recommendations).  
 
During rehearsal the composers discussed the transition from ‘Going Down’ to 
‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’. A duration was not decided upon, but it was decided 
that the interlude should allow enough time for Harrison and Chan to switch seats. In 
Performance A ( Clip#6.32) the seascape continues to form this interlude, lasting 
48 seconds. New sounds evolve during this time including a crackling sound and a 
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ping. In Performance B ( Clip#6.31) the seascape again continues to form an 
interlude, on this occasion lasting 1 minute 10 seconds. As with Performance A, the 
same two sounds begin to evolve through the interlude. These sounds continue into 
‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’. Matthews explains what these are: 
Then we get ‘Macchu Picchu’. So we are getting to the end of ‘Going Down’, 
and I come in with <Macchu-linking-static>’ I call it. And interestingly 
enough, this is a processed recording, keeping with the sea theme, of 
shrimps, that I recorded in the sea off Galapagos. You see, I think this kind of 
information in the programme would be interesting for the audience but I 
think they might listen to it differently. But you see there’s no time to really 
do that kind of documentation, and also invariably you don’t necessarily 
know what you’re going to be using. If the pieces were pre-made you could 
do that because you would know. But also another thing, one of my concerns 
would be if people know that this sound comes from an underwater recording 
off Galapagos, then they might think about that rather than listen to it. The 
ping <pingpause> is a tone that I edited with reverb and it keeps moving, 
having appeared earlier. Now it’s higher in pitch. The ping is a recording of 
myself bending tones around the studio, and then I chopped up one of these 
samples: I wanted to make a sound that was not a drone, but had a clear 
beginning and a clear end. And I did it as a ping. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
 
In both performances the ‘ping’ acts as a cue for Peyton Jones as illustrated in 
previous examples. The instruction for this (<pingpause>) is clear in both 
Matthews’s rehearsal score (6.35) and performance score (6.36). In rehearsal, the 
electronics were discussed as ‘electrical’ in ‘Alturas de Macchu Picchu’. Matthews 
explains what she is doing during performance: 
Then I use <Macchu Picchu Rumbler>. So what I was doing with this, is – 
this is actually an air conditioning system in Canada, slowed right down. 
Essentially what I was wanting was the bass of a volcano. So I put it bang in 
the middle [of the audience]. What I was wanted to do with that piece was, so 
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the shape of the show, the shape of the composition as a whole with an 
interval in the middle, and the first half was very dramatic and the second 
half was less so. But with this piece I wanted to give it this great fat body of 
density underneath, with just these tiny little high-frequency gestures on top. 
As a kind of icing. And the ping was giving it a continuation. […] And then I 
add TV clunk, and I love this. This is one of my favourite moments. And 
what I wanted to do with the TV clunk is, it’s creating a sense of physical, 
mechanical – it is the recording of an old television that is pitched right 
down. I have pitched it right down. It’s one of the things I have in my bank of 
sounds, I have a load of stuff, and this is one of the things I ended up using. 
Because pitched right down, I liked it. So I’ve got TV clonk in LiSa and 
shrimps, bass rumble and ping in Max/MSP. (Figure 6.38) 
(Matthews, 23 December, 2014) 
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Figure 6.38 TV Clonk, Ping, and Bass Rumble in ‘Alturas De Macchu Picchu’ 
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These sounds are clear instructions for Matthews both in the rehearsal score (6.35) 
and performance score (6.36). However, in both performances the recording does not 
document these sounds very well. In Performance A ( Clip#6.34), the TV clunk is 
only evident at the transition into ‘And Then He Asked Me’ lasting 35 seconds. In 
Performance B (  Clip#6.35) the TV Clunk is comparatively clearer. However in 
this example Matthews comes off with the band at the end of this piece and there is 
no electronic interlude transitioning into ‘And Then He Asked Me’. This is most 
likely because Matthews is ready early to stop performing. At the end of ‘And Then 
He Asked Me’ (which features no electronics), the electronics start again. In 
Performance A ( Clip#6.36) Matthews enters after the ensemble are brought off: 
they do not dovetail. An electronic crescendo forms an interlude of 35 seconds into 
‘White Noise’. Comparatively, in Performance B ( Clip#6.37) the same 
electronic sound enters. Again, the electronics do not dovetail. On this occasion the 
have a more immediate, abrupt fade when compared to Performance A, which was 
more gradual. In Performance B the interlude is considerably longer (1 minute 30 
seconds), during which time the original sound fades, replaced by the cicadas sound 
(discussed in rehearsal), in to which the ensemble intersect. In Performance A, the 
cicadas sound does not appear until the ensemble is present with ‘White Noise’. 
Matthews explains her work with these sounds in the context of TRAIL13. 
 
6.2.13    TRAIL13 
Clip#6.38 shows the cicadas sound during Performance A. The hand bells also 
make a brief appearance, but this is a mistake where a Max/MSP folder has moved to 
a new sample. During both Performance A and Performance B of ‘White Noise’ the 
clicking sound also discussed during rehearsal materializes. Clip#6.39 illustrates 
these same sounds in Performance B. Matthews explains the sounds at the transition 
into and throughout ‘White Noise’, and how such mistakes such as the hand bells 
can happen: 
So again this interlude is completely improvised. I did it in LiSa with some 
material I generated called white noise and then I really quietly bring in this 
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electronic sound [cicadas]. And somehow I think that this kind of electronic 
atmosphere, that was very quiet and still, was really powerful for when the 
voice comes in. It was just what was required. And it runs around like a 
donut of fairies. But it has to be tender – freshly baked. It mustn’t be too 
loud. It can’t be too much. It’s in Max/MSP. So I’m doing that very gently: 
it’s called <whitenoisepulse1> and <whitenoisepulse2>. And then I start to 
bring in <whistlepal2>, which, although it is essentially white noise, it’s very 
loving and warm. The gesture [of how it moves around the auditorium] 
creates something enveloping, enwrapping. Adding to our donut of fairies. So 
in performance my job here really, is a mixer: I have to make all these things 
present at the right volume. Because with these kinds of sounds it’s more 
important than ever: that volume, either side, as sound, is a really important 
part of this contribution. And also, these samples are of a certain length, and 
the recordings I made, with the motion, they’re at a certain length, and if I 
don’t keep an eye on them they’ll run out. I have to replace them or they’ll be 
replaced with something else. So then I replace folder 6 with 
<whistlejooceSHAPE2>. But this doesn’t come out very well on the C.D. 
But this is why I haven’t made a C.D. for years because how to you put this 
down onto two speakers? All these sounds are high frequency sounds. Some 
of them are electronically generated. And some of them are super high-
processed sounds of Folkstone Sea again. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
 
With regards to the clicking sound, she says: 
And then Machinecommune comes in. This is in fact Morse code, from a 
Morse code machine sound that I found online. Because with the whole 
White Noise thing it was about this digital space, and so I went right back to 
early communication systems and found this sound online, because there are 
huges bank of really well-recorded sounds on the internet. But I never really 
do that. I usually go out and get my own, because I suppose that’s part of the 
process. Because invariably when you’re out recording you end up finding 
that the things you hadn’t gone out to record are the things that can be the 
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most interesting. So machinecommune is processed down and there’s a nice 
resonance that comes through. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
 
All these samples appear in both Performance A and Performance B, merely at 
different moments. The choices of samples are fixed: the score shows these samples 
written down – a set library of sounds to use during performance. However exactly 
when they occur is not specified, and it is Matthews’s control of when and where 
(spatially) these samples appear that contribute towards the liveness of the 
performance. Figure 6.39 shows the set-up of these samples in LiSa (left) and 
Max/MSP (right), and how samples need to be replaced before the folder renews 
itself with a new sample causing errors (e.g. handbells). 
The morse code sound that Matthews discusses is used to bridge ‘White Noise’ to 
the interlude in the transition into ‘Will I Live Again’ in both performances. 
However again, when and where this sample exists within the transition is another 
example of how the same sound appears but at slightly different moments compared 
to previous performances. In Performance A ( Clip#6.40) <machinecommune> 
(Morse code) enters towards the end of ‘White Noise’ and continues to form the 
transitional interlude into ‘Will I Live Again?’ Matthews also brings in a repeated 
pulse (with glitch) during this interlude which develops into two alternating pulses at 
different pitches before ‘Will I Live Again?’ enters. In this performance the interlude 
lasts 50 seconds. In Performance B ( Clip#6.41) the same pulse enters after 
‘White Noise’ as the machine sound fades immediately.  A second pitched pulse 
again enters, followed by a third. In this performance ‘Will I Live Again’ does not 
intersect these pulses: instead, the piece begins after the pulses have stopped. The 
duration of this interlude is slightly longer than Performance A, lasting 1 minute 8 
seconds. These pulses act as a cue for Peyton Jones for ‘Will I Live Again’. 
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Figure 6.39 Sounds in White Noise
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6.2.14    TRAIL14 
Regarding the pulse at the transition into ‘Will I Live Again’, Matthews says: 
So <circlepercussion> (Figure 6.40) goes into folder 8 which happens at the 
crossover into Will I Live Again. And this is a pulse as a crossover into Will 
I Live Again? <circlepercussion> goes into 8. So this is where it starts, and 
this pulse is a bit faster than the tempo. And I remember thinking if this was 
right or not, because it’s a bit fast. But at the right volume, and because of its 
motion, its faster than the tempo of the piece because otherwise everything is 
just going to trip out and it will just be a land of lush-ness with the strings. It 
needs to maintain a bit of energy. It’s got a shape. It’s not just a motif. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
 
 
Figure 6.40 <circlepercussion> in folder 8 
 
Matthews adds to this sound throughout ‘Will I Live Again’: 
And then here I have sampled them (recordings of the piece) and pitched it in 
harmonious fashions, and move it about, and that is how that’s done. But this 
is all Jeremy. All I did was work with what he already had. So I was mixing 
this in with the ensemble. […] I actually sampled it from the recording that 
Jeremy had already made of  these songs in Will I Live Again. It wasn’t off 
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the band at all. I decided I wanted to revisit that. I had a lot of fun with this 
piece. […] This piece needs to be very carefully mixed, because it’s so 
heightened at this stage. In a show, by the time you get to this point, you’ve 
gone through the difficult stuff, the scary stuff, the dodgy stuff, the beautiful 
stuff, and then you’re on the home straight and it’s actually like you’ve got to 
keep it together because with this stuff, it’s so delicate, and the timing of it 
all. So there’s also kielderrain2, which is rain from Northumberland: it just 
seemed appropriate. This fills in over the circle while I bring in the others 
[strings]. They’re all versions of the strings at different pitches. So essentially 
I just play with these things and they come and go, they revolve. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
 
In both performances the string samples blend seamlessly with the ensemble. 
Together, the electronics and acoustics combine to form the ‘land of lushness’ 
throughout ‘Will I Live Again?’. Regarding the end of the piece, in Performance A (
Clip#6.42) the band fade and the electronics continue for around 48 seconds 
before fading. Matthews returns the sound of the tam tam and bells and she fades the 
string samples. Comparatively, in Performance B ( Clip#6.43) the same crossfade 
between ensemble, sampled strings, and tam tam and bells happen. However in this 
instance the electronics last for 1 minute 25 seconds. A pulse returns briefly towards 
the end but this is an error happening as seen previous: the folder is renewing itself. 
In both performances the instrumentalists are poised and do not put instruments 
down until Matthews has finished. This creates a sense of unity. Regarding this 
finale, Matthews says: 
This is a processing of the bells, a slowed-down version of the bells that I’ve 
taken fro the beginning. And they’re pitched to fit with the strings. Again it’s 
a bit obvious to have these bells again at the end, a bit Buddist, but it works. 
This was my idea. All I did was this was a response to what I heard. This was 
the first piece that I did. When I started to work in the studio, Will I Live 
Again was the first piece I worked on, because to me it was obvious what I 
had to do. All the string stuff I did straight away but the bells at the end 
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evolved in rehearsal. Traditionally in electroacoustic music gongs and bells 
were used a lot because they’re such a rich sound. And for what I was trying 
to do with this, was get a sense of the bells being blown around by the wind, 
which was one of the nice things about working with the recording of 
everyone playing the bells. 
(Matthews, 23 December 2014) 
 
Figure 6.41 shows Matthews’s ending in Max/MSP. 
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Figure 6.41 Ending in Max/MSP 
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6.3    Conclusions 
This chapter had two objectives: firstly, to assess the extent to which the 
communicative, creative and collaborative systems used by the collaborators 
(revealed through the previous chapter analyses) were successful in performance; 
and secondly, to explore the electroacoustic performance practices of Kaffe 
Matthews specifically within the Endings case-study, plus the extent to which such 
practices could be considered ‘live’. 
Regarding the first objective, comparing video-recorded performances at Bexhill 
(Performance A) and Bristol (Performance B) allowed the ‘product’ of the 
collaboration to be viewed and reviewed multiple times. The footage was examined 
thematically, based on the list of TRAILS and subsidiary counterparts (a; b; c etc.) 
drawn from the rehearsal analysis at the conclusion of Chapter 5. Clips showing the 
results of the collaborative processes prior to performance were extracted from the 
footage and assessed alongside detailed explanations of Matthews’s performance 
practices (see second objective, below). Together, these two research methods 
helped firstly to reveal similarities and differences between performances, and 
secondly to help consider why such similarities and/or differences occurred. This 
approach has helped to offer a number of conclusions. 
Firstly, and most generally, Matthews fulfilled the role that Peyton Jones asked of 
her in both performances. Despite there being a large number of differences between 
performances, Matthews rendered the general ideas discussed (in the pre-rehearsal 
conversation and in rehearsal) and practiced (in rehearsal) in both performances. In 
this sense, both performances can be said to be successful, accurate representations 
of what Peyton Jones envisioned. In the majority of cases, the notes in her notebook 
score supported this observation. During rehearsal Matthews tried and tested ideas: 
successful negotiation between collaborators meant the ideas became fixed in 
notebook form. 
Secondly, although the general concept was successfully rendered, both 
performances encountered a number of potentially unsuccessful differences. These 
are viewed in a comparatively specific sense, as opposed to a general sense. The 
analysis uncovered examples of specific, detailed ideas not materializing in 
performance. Through Matthews’s demonstrations in her studio and interviews with 
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composers and performers, these differences were accounted for either by the 
complexity of Matthews’s performances and/or through contrasting opinions on 
music aesthetics. In some cases ideas between composers and performances 
conflicted: a harmony between sensitivity and fidelity to pre-existing works and 
musicians, and evolving new, contrasting ideas must be balanced. Recommendations 
regarding this practice are offered in the following final chapter (Conclusions). 
Regarding the second objective, this chapter revealed Matthews’s performance 
practice through a particularly detailed approach. Greatly supported by Matthews’s 
enthusiasm and encouraging commitment to the research revealing her working 
processes, the chapter disclosed elements of her practice that featured both in the 
compositions and transitional interludes within Endings. Significantly, not only did 
Matthews agree to demonstrate her work process, but she openly discussed her 
thought process with regards to Endings. This material combined with the 
performance comparisons analysis has allowed this chapter to contribute to two areas 
of music research by reflecting on each other: the performance comparison analyses 
were contextualised by Matthews’s performance practice analysis, and Matthews’s 
performance practice analysis was contextualised by the performance analyses of 
Endings. 
Unfortunately this research could not include the performance at London. Although 
present at the performance, the lack of documentation (for copyright reasons) meant 
that the performance could not be recorded, and so could not be ethnographically 
reviewed for analysis. Although this performance was not part of this chapter’s 
analysis, comments (specifically from Matthews) revealed not only that it was 
different to Bexhill (prior) and Bristol (post), but that it influenced changes and 
developments as the performances continued. Matthews’s quote that she was ‘told 
off’ insinuates the nature of her collaborative role in performance: it is a particularly 
revealing quote in that it suggests Peyton Jones and Matthews were not equal 
collaborators, rather, there was a hierarchy of contributors to the programme. 
The following final chapter extends some of these points. Notably, the hierarchical 
relationship between Peyton Jones and Matthews is discussed as being enforced by 
the notation, rather than through Peyton Jones himself. 
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7 CONCLUSIONS 
 
7.1 Overview 
This final chapter draws conclusions from the analyses in Chapters 4 to 6, and 
provides a set of applications for which they can be used, accompanied with advised 
recommendations. These are presented in the following way(s): 
Firstly, section 7.2 (Conclusions) in subdivided into two sections: 7.2.1: Statements 
and 7.2.2: Theses. Section 7.2.1 offers four statements, each answering the four 
research questions presented at the beginning of thesis, and their revised counterpart 
subsections presented at the close of Chapter 2. These statements are designed to be 
concise answers which report the analytical findings specifically to each original 
research question.  
Subsequently, section 7.2.2 offers nine theses drawn from the research project. As 
conclusions, these theses both expand on the preceding statements (7.2.1), and offer 
new conclusions that have been uncovered throughout the project analyses, i.e. some 
conclusions are by-products of the questions and were never lines of enquiry. The 
theses are presented in the order they were uncovered (i.e. by chapter). This thesis 
has documented a specific type of creative musical practice. The collaborative 
process between co-composers has been the focus of the analyses throughout stages 
of composition and rehearsal. Its effectiveness has been explored and tested through 
analysis of performances. Such analyses have revealed the nature of the relationship 
between composers in a part-notated and part-improvised (through electronics) 
environment. The relationship between Kaffe Matthews and Jeremy Peyton Jones 
rests on a variety of communication systems and experimental interactions, but more 
importantly, a mutual understanding of such communicative and interactive 
structures. The thesis has identified such structures as cogs of a collaborative 
process. Analysis of the ‘cogs’ reveals the mechanics behind the collaboration that 
drives the creative process. These ‘cogs’ form the concluding theses (1 – 9). The 
conclusions are not criteria for collaborative, creative practice: Endings it is not a 
model of collaboration. Instead, Endings is an example of collaboration, and the 
conclusions specifically summarize one type of collaborative relationship, not the 
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type. This type does not fit into any pre-existing models of collaboration. Thus, the 
conclusions presented in this chapter are not the way, but rather one way of 
collaborative process. This is reiterated through section 7.3. 
The second section of this final chapter (7.3) offers a set of applications and 
accompanying recommendations that are designed to be useful to both practitioners 
(7.3.1) and researchers (7.3.2) in a malleable way. The applications are presented to 
encourage and influence collaborators and researchers to work in a specific way, but 
in a way that is not limited and should not be exclusively followed without personal 
trial. The accompanying recommendations are to be viewed as a set of guidelines as 
opposed to a set of rules, which intend to facilitate timings, finances and creativities 
of practitioners and researchers. 
For practitioners, concluding remarks in this chapter aim to promote and encourage a 
type of interdisciplinary collaboration. Although Peyton Jones’s and Matthews’s 
creativities are both deeply-rooted in the field of music or ‘sound’, their individual 
processes behind music creation are two vastly different behaviours. The core reason 
to encourage such collaboration(s) stems from one of the original research questions 
outlined in the introduction and expanded upon in Chapter 4: Composition: ‘How 
can musical works be creatively renewed?’ The collaboration between Peyton Jones 
and Matthews has allowed a pre-set selection of compositions to be revisited, 
revised, re-structured, and remixed. Conclusions regarding the creative renewal of 
Peyton Jones’s compositions are discussed in the context of ‘creative block’, by 
providing the collaborative case-study presented in this thesis as one way of 
expanding creative pathways. 
For researchers in musicology, ethnomusicology, anthropology and music, and many 
more (as applicable) disciplines of study, the research presented in this thesis 
contributes to a growing body of understandings surrounding collaboration and 
creativity in music. The thesis has analyzed a case-study of collaborative 
composition, rehearsal and performance in significant depth. The approach and 
methodologies through which these analyses are undertaken are considered for use 
for future studies of co-composer collaborations. 
The final section of the chapter (7.4) provides an insight into potential further 
research on the topics covered in the thesis. It identifies the scope covered and not 
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covered by the research questions, methods and analyses. The research project has 
not only explored questions on collaboration and creativity in composition, rehearsal 
and performance, but poses a plethora of new questions that have arisen from its 
analyses. It concludes by presenting some of these questions, and hosting a 
discussion on how they may be interrogated further, and the impact such answers 
may have on creative practice. 
 
7.2 Conclusions 
This thesis makes a number of contributions to knowledge, outlined in the following 
statements. At the heart of this thesis, a core contribution to knowledge is: 
Collaborative process cannot be identified in such categories as previously 
researchers. This thesis shows that although aspects of categories are present in 
collaborative behaviours, Endings (2012) illustrates a more fluid process: 
collaborative behaviours transform and develop making the process ever more 
complex. 
 
7.2.1 Statements 
The following statements relate to each of the original research questions and their 
counterparts, revised through Chapter 2. 
 
7.2.1.1 Research Answer 1 
In this case-study, the collaborative process between two composers who work by 
different behaviours and in different stylistic genres functions through two core 
communicative pathways: ‘discussion/talking’ and ‘trialling/experimental playing’. 
Within each of these two communicative pathways are a variety of approaches that 
define the type of relationship between collaborators. This case-study has shown that 
although pre-existing definitions and attributes of relationship/collaborative ‘type’ 
may guide and inform an understanding of collaborative relationship (Pollard, 2005; 
Hayden and Windsor, 2007; Taylor, 2016 etc.), the relationship itself changes and 
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varies through compositional and rehearsal environments. The relationship between 
Peyton Jones and Matthews is too complex and fluid to describe as any one of the 
collaborative types from pre-existing models of collaboration outlined in the 
literature review. In a compositional environment, the relationship between Peyton 
Jones and Matthews functioned through an exchange of ideas by listening to 
examples and discussing creative thoughts. Some of these were Peyton Jones led; 
some of them were increasingly open to discussion. This process bled into the 
rehearsal environment, where examples of ‘talk’ time were shown to function as 
creative idea-sharing. The ‘play’ time illustrated these examples in practice. 
However, within the rehearsal environment, the relationship between Peyton Jones 
and Matthews became increasingly in line with a composer-performer directive 
relationship (Hayden and Windsor, 2007), than a collaborative (Taylor, 2016), co-
composer equal partnership. This was reiterated in a performance environment: to 
some extent Matthews’s role as a performer, executing the pre-established ideas 
from rehearsal placed her within the composer/conductor-performer hierarchy. In 
performance Matthews and Peyton Jones exchanged levels of control through 
alternating pre-determined and improvised structures. Ultimately, this case-study 
offers an expansion of current understandings of collaboration because the 
relationship and behaviours between Matthews and Peyton Jones do not align with 
current models. The thesis has shown that there are examples that do align, and there 
are examples that do not (sitting between current categories or too distant to 
appropriate) – this shows the complexity of their relationship, but additionally, the 
frequently changing behaviours between the collaborators illustrated a level of 
fluidity in the relationship unparalleled in other current research. It is likely that this 
is due to each collaborator having multiple roles and duties in addition to a focus on 
the relationship between them and their collective, creative output: Matthews was a 
simultaneous performer; Peyton Jones was a simultaneous conductor. Although 
these simultaneous roles are discussed further in 7.3 ‘Applications and 
Recommendations’, an important suggestion is that the dual processes operated by 
each collaborator actually facilities the fluidity in their relationship. 
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7.2.1.2 Research Answer 2 
Firstly, this research project has shown that both collaborators adapt their practices. 
More importantly, it has shown how they adapt their practices. The flexibility of both 
collaborators facilitated a collaborative relationship: flexibility on one part and non-
flexibility on the other part would determine a directive relationship. On Peyton 
Jones’s part, in composition he has adapted his practice in a particularly liberating 
way: when using his completed scores Peyton Jones ran the risk of changing his 
work. However, it was most noticeably in a rehearsal environment where he adapted 
his practice as a conductor and composer. During rehearsal, Peyton Jones led a dual-
process: on one hand he had to maintain a directive relationship with Regular Music 
II, practising his compositions; on the other hand he had to engage in creative 
discussions and negotiations with Matthews. Balancing these two processes 
challenged his typical practice as a conductor. In performance Peyton Jones had to 
adapt his practice in a hierarchical sense. Although he maintained a typical 
conductor’s relationship (directive) with Regular Music II, his role involved 
interactive communications with Matthews. During the improvisational interludes he 
passed control to Matthews. His practice developed to involve listening and 
responding to her sound. On Matthews’s part, her practice in composition adapted to 
work within the constraints and parameters of Peyton Jones pre-determined 
compositional framework. This continued into rehearsal: during the pieces Matthews 
had to adapt to work with pre-set structures and textures. Although she was granted 
creative freedom during the transitional interludes, her practices in performance with 
Regular Music II meant adapting her work in a sensitive way to Peyton Jones and the 
instrumentalists. 
 
7.2.1.3 Research Answer 3 
Endings brought together two creative minds and skillsets: Peyton Jones brought 
completed music and new ideas, whilst Matthews brought ideas and the means to put 
them into practice. For Peyton Jones, this collaborative process allowed him to 
revisit a selection of his previous work in a way that would ultimately change his 
work. For Peyton Jones, the collaboration with Matthews concerned the extent to 
which his work would change. Chapter 3 revealed the forms of his original works: 
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the forms that together, he and Matthews would look to develop. In some cases 
Peyton Jones omitted parts to let Matthews replace them; in others (the majority of 
cases) Matthews would have to work with the original form. Chapter 3 and 4 showed 
the ‘processes’ behind the developments. Chapter 5 revealed these developments: the 
final ‘product’. Peyton Jones’s works developed in terms of shape and structure, 
texture and timbre, context and place, and macro-form. In some cases Matthews’s 
electronics reinforced these original components; in others, the electronics 
transformed them into new entities. Due to collaborative ideas being realised in 
performance, it can be said that Matthews’s contribution impacted positively (in 
terms of shape, structure, timbre etc.) on Peyton Jones’s work. It cannot be said that 
these impacts resulted in a better performance compared to without electronics, but 
rather, a different performance was born: one that despite successful decision-fixing 
processes, would continue to change and develop between each performance. The 
contributions from Matthews allowed Peyton Jones to revisit his work in new 
perspectives and creativities.  
 
7.2.1.4 Research Answer 4 
Chapter 2 cited key ethnomusicology texts influential to this research project. This 
research project did not aim to redefine the term, but instead it aimed to contribute 
towards it. Chapter 2 informed the research that the core attribute of 
ethnomusicology was its methodology, and its integration of the methodology into 
social/cultural music-making environments in order to understand musical process as 
well as musical product. This  project explored multiple avenues of research method 
within ethnography. By doing so, its aim was to uncover the collaborative processes 
between two composers working through different music behaviours. Endings 
exported new product from old product: a revised, revisited version of Peyton 
Jones’s work using his old scores. However, without an ethnomusicological 
approach, how such a revised, new product was born could not have been 
understood. Additionally, due to Matthews’s work with ‘sound as object’, Endings 
was a fusion of contemporary, yet traditionally written theatrical-minimal music with 
electroacoustic sound worlds. The research project did not ethnographically 
investigate just one of these two fused genres, but both. In this sense, the approach to 
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musical analysis conducted in this project contributes towards a newly-developing 
area of ‘ethnosonicology’.  
 
7.2.2 Theses 
The analyses conducted through this research project have helped to provide the 
answers in the preceding section from the core four research questions. However, 
Chapter 1 also presented two subsidiary research questions for each analysis chapter 
(3 – 5). The following theses (1 – 9) contribute to the answers resulting from the 
original research questions and the chapter subsidiaries. Furthermore, a number of 
additional conclusions have also been drawn. Thus, the following theses are 
conclusions not only to the core research questions and subsidiary research 
questions, but to the entire research project itself.  
 
7.2.2.1   Thesis 1: ‘Collaboration requires understandings of complexity and 
fluidity’ 
The collaboration between Peyton Jones and Matthews is too complex and too fluid 
to define in current terms and models of collaboration. The models that do exist 
(Pollard, 2005; Hayden and Windsor, 2007; Taylor, 2016 etc.) are useful: they offer 
categories in which examples and case-studies of collaboration can be benchmarked 
against – they provide a framework for analysis. However, this thesis shows that 
although these categories are useful, some relationships do not align. The flows and 
changes between and amongst these categories in Endings has not only shown this 
particular relationship to be very different, but also suggests that categorization or 
taxonomy of collaboration can be problematic – they work in that the provide a 
framework to analyses within, but they are problematic in that firstly, they do not 
cover all grounds of working, and that secondly there are instances (as shown in 
Endings) where relationships do not sit firmly in any one category. Thus, this thesis 
informs further research into ‘fluidity’ and ‘complexity’ of collaborative behaviour. 
 
 
 
 
 
456 
 
7.2.2.2   Thesis 2: ‘Pre-composed music as the basis for Creative Collaboration’ 
‘Chapter 3: Composition’ showed how composition can act as a basis for additional 
creative ideas. These ideas are shared between composers, evolving from the music 
that already exists. i.e. the music is a stimulant for creative collaboration. 
Specifically, the thesis initially shows how composers share, discuss and negotiate 
ideas concerning integrating electroacoustic sounds into the textures and structures 
of pre-composed music. It shows that two composers working in different styles 
must adapt their typical practice. Although Endings combines two compositional 
practices, it initiates a third practice (a compromise): the composers use conversation 
to share and develop ideas, i.e. creative conversation has become composition. The 
ideas are generated in advance, similar to that of Peyton Jones’s approach. However 
they are different, in that some ideas are neither fixed in notation nor fixed in any 
form at all. In this way, they share a commonality with Matthews’s approach: the 
ideas are experimented with and improvised spontaneously both in rehearsal and 
performance. Thus, the thesis has shown that pre-existing music can be the basis for 
creative collaboration, where creativity blossoms from a fusion of, and compromise 
between, the collaborators’ typical practice(s). 
 
7.2.2.3   Thesis 3: ‘Established relationships as foundations for future collaborative 
projects’. 
Chapter 3 revealed that beneath one collaborative relationship, and one collaborative 
project, sits an extensive web of further collaborative relationships and collaborative 
projects. For Endings, this was illustrated in the spider network diagram presented at 
the end of Chapter 3. It shows that in this case-study, Endings was supported by 
previous working relationships. Chapters 3, 4 and 5 have shown that such working 
relationships form the basis for improvised interactions, e.g. Matthews and Hayward. 
Endings does not rest solely on the collaboration between Peyton Jones and 
Matthews: it must take into account the relationships between the instrumentalists, 
and where such working relationships are pre-established, the socio-cultural 
environment is strengthened. In addition to the pre-composed music, and the ideas 
between composers, (Thesis 2) the project rests on an established network of 
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professional working relationships. Together, these core components provide the 
foundations of the project (Figure 7.1). 
 
 
Figure 7.1 The 3 Core Components on which Endings (2012) rests. 
 
 
7.2.2.4   Thesis 4: ‘Using Time Creatively in Rehearsal: Talking and/or Playing?’ 
Quantitatively analyzing rehearsal has shown the ratio between time spent ‘playing’ 
and time spent ‘talking’. Where many texts on rehearsal (Colson, 2012; 2015 etc.) 
have suggested that conductors should minimize talk-time, the addition of a 
collaborating composer (and performer) in rehearsal challenges these suggestions. In 
addition to a number of statistical conclusions concerning rehearsal time (see 
Chapter 4: Conclusions) the analysis has shown that in Endings, on average equal 
time was spent talking and playing. In some instances, more time was spent talking 
than playing. This statistical analysis has shown that talk-time must be particularly 
significant. Its value is uncovered through a qualitative analysis of discourse in 
rehearsal. Analysis of extracted clips from video footage has shown how composers 
discuss and negotiate ideas (talking), how they trial and test ideas (playing) and how 
playing informs talking and vice versa. Thus, in this instance the talking element of 
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rehearsal is integral to creative collaboration. This both stems from, and is an 
extension of, one of the core ingredients on which Endings originally rested upon in 
the compositional (pre-rehearsal) stages: creative conversation. The integral role of 
co-composer discussion has continued into the rehearsal stage, where ideas are 
developed through the relationship between theory (talking) and practice (playing). 
 
7.2.2.5   Thesis 5: ‘Conducting collaboration in Rehearsal’ 
The quantitative and qualitative rehearsal analyses have shown Peyton Jones’s need 
for balance in multiple ways. Endings offers an example where his conductor’s role 
requires two different types of conducting, thus the word ‘conducting’ here is used in 
two ways. 
Firstly, Peyton Jones needed to conduct (physically, gesturally) the music. This 
‘motional’ conducting was necessary for both Regular Music II, and for the 
entry/exit elements of Matthews’s interludes. Secondly, Peyton Jones conducted in a 
leadership position: conducting (leading) the creative decisions made between 
himself and Matthews. Importantly, the qualitative analysis revealed Peyton Jones’s 
need to balance the two processes: firstly working to perfect the notated music; and 
secondly working in an experimental way that welcomes a second composer’s ideas 
often formed improvisationally. The balance between these two processes is 
essential (Figure 672.) The expansion of the conductor’s role to encompass both 
conducting processes is returned to in 7.3 Applications and Recommendations: a 
suggestion is made regarding conducting roles. 
 
 
Figure 7.2 Balancing Processes: Conducting Play vs. Conducting Talk. 
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7.2.2.6   Thesis 6: ‘Expanding and Generating Compositional Ideas through 
Rehearsal’ 
The quantitative analysis of rehearsal in Chapter 5 showed talking to occupy a 
significant proportion of rehearsal time (Thesis 4). However it is the qualitative 
analysis that followed in Chapter 5 that revealed the creative nature of this talk-time. 
The analysis of this time, resting on ethnographic methods, has shown that in this 
case-study, rehearsal is not only a process that practices and perfects compositional 
ideas (through notation), but importantly is a process that generates new 
compositional ideas that are trialled and tested in play-time. The trial and testing of 
these ideas are then either rejected or approved by the collaborating composers 
during talk-time. Thus Endings offers an example of musical process where 
rehearsal is, in part, an extension of the compositional process: new creative ideas 
are developed and expanded upon through talking and playing. This thesis labelled 
the development and expansive trajectories of these creative ideas as ‘TRAILS’. 
This is because a TRAIL (existing as a creative idea) may not have only begun and 
ended during the compositional stage: typically a rehearsal process would practice 
these ideas (with the addition of performer expressions or ‘deviations from the score’ 
(Clarke, 2002) to render through performance. Instead, in the instance of Endings, 
many of the examples of TRAILS have undefined, unspecified creative pathways 
that would only, and could only, be discovered through a rehearsal process of 
trialling and testing (through playing) and subsequent approval or dismissal (through 
talking). Comparing the tables at the close of Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 illustrate the 
expansive nature of the ideas shared between composers: the 14 creative ideas born 
during the compositional stage evolved into 53 creative ideas during the rehearsal 
stage (Figure 7.3) 
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Figure 7.3 Expansive Development of TRAILS through Rehearsal 
Thus, this thesis has shown that with regards to the additional electroacoustic layers, 
the rehearsal process is at the core of the creative process. However, this does not 
void nor devalue the significance of the compositional process: the compositional 
process is vital in that the development of the TRAILS during rehearsal rests upon 
both the original scored music and the pre-rehearsal discussion between composers. 
Chapter 4 not only showed that in this example the rehearsal process is at the core of 
the creative process, but significantly how and why it is such a creative process: both 
the roles of talking and playing are central to each other: the feedback and 
communication between collaborators between these roles was revealed to be both 
vital and creative. Finally, Matthews’s notation of the TRAILS into her notebook 
score throughout the rehearsal process reinforces an extension of the compositional 
process. From a research angle, rehearsal transcriptions (qualitative graphic notation) 
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were explored. These are discussed conclusively in section 7.3 with regards to future 
applications of this method alongside advised recommendations. 
 
7.2.2.7   Thesis 7: ‘Intentional and Unintentional Variance(s) between Performances’ 
Endings is a programme of both variations and variances: variations in the sense that 
the performances are variations of Peyton Jones’s works; and variances in the sense 
that each performance has differences, i.e. are variable. Research Answer 3 (6.2.1.3) 
focussed on the former of these findings, where adding electronics was designed to 
add variation to the original works. Thesis 7 focusses on the latter, where variances 
existed between performances: some intentional, some unintentional. This was 
revealed through the analyses in Chapter 5.  
During the rehearsals Matthews’s notation of the TRAILS acted to determine and 
embed the creative decisions for the forthcoming performances, i.e. approval (by 
both Peyton Jones and Matthews) of tried and tested ideas became fixed. Chapter 6 
explored both the extent of the realization of these TRAILS in performances, and the 
possible variances between performances. This was investigated by comparing 
Performance A (Bexhill) and Performance B (Bristol). Comparing these 
performances revealed a number of conclusions summarized at the close of Chapter 
6. The core conclusion remained that although there were many similarities (with 
regards to the electroacoustics) between performances, a significant number of 
differences occurred. Thesis 7 specifically questions the intentionality (or 
unintentionality) of these differences. Chapter 6 showed the complexity of 
Matthews’s performance practices (see Thesis 8). Both the complexity of 
Matthews’s performance practice and her typical approach to performance (not 
reading from notation) resulted in a number of TRAILS either not happening in 
performance or differing between performances. This conclusion terms these 
differences as ‘unintentional variances’ (or unintended consequences) i.e. creative 
decisions made collaboratively between Peyton Jones and Matthews that either did 
not materialize in performance at all, or did not materialize in performance in the 
way they were discussed and practiced between collaborators during rehearsal. This 
resulted in a number of difficulties/confusions between electronic (Matthews) and 
acoustic (Regular Music II) forces in performance, such as volume and presence. 
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Although these differences between performances illustrate some variety in 
performance, a different type of performance variation (intentional variance) better 
demonstrates how new music can be developed in performance. Peyton Jones 
encouraged Matthews’s improvisational performance practices in order to allow a 
degree of intended variation between performances. Unspecified, undetermined, 
non-notated and spontaneous decisions by Matthews regarding the electronics 
allowed new material to develop both during the works and during the transitional 
interludes (where these improvisational ‘on the fly’ elements were most apparent). 
Significantly, both unintentional and intentional variances have, to some degree, 
allowed Peyton Jones’s original compositions to be renewed. 
Regarding unintentional variances, fixing ideas (through notebook notation) in 
rehearsal added creative layers to Peyton Jones’s work: the materialization of these 
in performance varied because of the complexity of Matthews’s performance 
practices. Regarding intentional variances, both the ‘on the fly’ improvisational 
nature of Matthews’s performance practice, and Peyton Jones’s welcoming and 
encouraging attitude towards Matthews’s approach allowed his work not only to 
develop in performance but also to vary between performances. This has allowed a 
specific, prescribed set of Peyton Jones’s compositions to become variably renewed. 
Conclusively, Peyton Jones says, 
One of the things I really liked about this project was the fact that it had this 
improvisatory element to it… this very dynamic, in the moment ability of 
Kaffe, to interact with us, live, and create something that was new, and could 
be renewed, and different each time. So if we were to do it again, there would 
be new relationships, new things to explore, and that’s a fantastic thing for 
me. It’s a new place for me to be in really, and a very exciting one. 
(APPENDIX W: Peyton Jones and Still, 9 November, 2012: 644) 
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7.2.2.8   Thesis 8: ‘Revealing an Electroacoustic Performance Practice’ 
In her book Pink Noises (2010), Tara Rodgers documented her interviews and 
discussions with female electroacoustic artists about their work. Using questions and 
answers, and desktop screengrabs, Rodgers revealed the way artists such as 
Matthews (pp. 43 – 42) work in a general sense. In this project, Chapter 6 explored 
Matthews’s performance practice specifically in the context of Endings. The thesis 
has not only revealed the way Matthews works with software, hardware and sound 
components, but importantly the way she thinks, and thinks about her work, with 
these components. Working with Matthews in her London-based studio allowed her 
concept, her perspective and her grasp of Endings to be shared. This, in addition to 
demonstrations of her practice for each of the pieces and interludes in Endings 
allowed a write-up (supported by screengrabs) that illustrates and explains her role in 
performance. However, Endings offered a unique opportunity to explore Matthews’s 
performance practice within the confines and parameters of a collaborative process. 
Thus, in this sense, investigating Matthews’s performance practice specifically in 
Endings has not only revealed the way she works and thinks about sound, but has 
also revealed Matthews’s flexibility and ability to adapt to additional surrounding 
environments that may not necessarily enforce, but rather present, new working 
challenges through collaborative relationships. Similarly, such challenges are shared 
by both Peyton Jones and the performers of Regular Music II. These are explored 
further in section 7.4 Further Research. 
The research gathered from observing Matthews demonstrating her performance 
practice(s) in Endings in her studio helped uncover the extent to which her role can 
be considered live. Matthews uses a combination of pre-recorded samples and 
samples gathered in real-time from the ensemble. Although the latter of these 
involves a live component (a live capturing of sound) both (including the former) 
involve a live processing of the sound. Moreover, Matthews demonstrated her live 
control of a samples speed, pitch, and spatialization. 
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7.2.2.9   Thesis 9: ‘Exploring combined multiple research methods in empirical 
music ethnography’ 
This research project contributes to growing fields of music research that span a 
range of genres, subjects, contexts, disciplines and terms. Figure 7.4 hosts a 
collection of terms which this project has spanned. Because of this, the range of 
methods/approaches used to explore and analyze Endings has been equally 
encompassing. 
 
 
Figure 7.4 Terms Covered 
 
Fully-understanding Endings as both process and product has required numerous 
methods of data collection and analysis.  
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Each chapter explored both methods of data collection/approach to primary data and 
methods of analysis of this data. Underlining the core approaches are a set of 
documented and transcribed meetings, interviews and talks between composers 
(Peyton Jones; Matthews), performers (Pappenheim; Askew) and researchers 
(Williams; Bayley; Still). These supported and contributed to the analyses 
throughout Chapters 4 – 6. Thus, this thesis has not relied on one analytical 
technique, but rather upon a combination of methods and analyses that worked both 
individually to evaluate one particular element, and collectively, to evaluate Endings 
as an entirety. Within, approaches and methods were explored (e.g. rehearsal 
transcriptions of qualitative data into graphic notation and full transcriptions of 
rehearsal discourse in order to disseminate various data-sets in order to understand 
music as both product and process. Thus, this thesis has confirmed a multi-
methodological approach towards an ethnomusicology of electroacoustic music. 
 
 
7.3 Applications and Recommendations  
This section discusses how the conclusions drawn from the research project can be 
applied by both practitioners (composers and electroacoustic artists) and researchers. 
Each application is accompanied by a set of recommendations informed by the 
analyses and conclusions in the thesis. Such recommendations are advised to 
facilitate the work of practitioners (7.3.1) and researchers (7.3.2) 
 
7.3.1 for Practitioners 
7.3.1.1 Composers 
Application 1: Tackling ‘Creative Block 
Creative block arises in many arts-based practices. Danielle Krysa’s text Creative 
Block: Get Unstuck, Discover New Ideas (2014) presents a diverse set of advice and 
projects from working with practitioners to helping professionals overcome creative 
difficulties. This thesis contributes to this field of study by presenting an example of 
 
 
 
466 
 
creative renewal. Although Peyton Jones has not spoken about creative struggles at 
the time of Endings, he has spoken about Endings as a creative ‘renewal’ of his 
work. Conclusion 7 (‘Intentional and Unintentional Variance(s) between 
Performances’) positioned Peyton Jones’s own words on developing new creative 
material: ‘one of the things I really liked about this project was the […] ability to 
create something that was new, and could be renewed, and different each time’ 
(APPENDIX W: Peyton Jones and Still, 9 November, 2012: 644). 
This thesis offers a way for current composers to bypass creative block: instead of 
using new approaches to create new material, Endings offers an example where 
composers can return to previous material in a creative way. Collaborating with 
practitioners from different genres, fields and disciplines using pre-existing 
repertoire can allow composers to revisit their older works with new ideas and 
additions. This thesis has documented such a process which other composers can 
apply in a similar or informed manner to their own repertoire. Peyton Jones says ‘it 
was a very liberating experience for me, and I really liked the fact that it was 
unpredictable, that it was very spontaneous – what Kaffe was bringing to the 
finished product, and that each time it could change and develop’ (APPENDIX W: 
Peyton Jones and Still, 9 November 2012). This research project has shown how 
collaborating with an electronics artist can help creatively renew pre-existing 
repertoire. However, a list of recommendations about this process is advised for 
future composers wishing to explore this avenue. These recommendations are drawn 
from and informed by both composer comments and the analyses through chapters 4 
– 6. 
Peyton Jones says, 
It was a bit of a step in the dark because I didn’t know quite how it was going 
to work. And also quite a challenge because as a composer I’m quite precious 
about my work […] I want it to be exactly like this and I want to have control 
over it, and here I was letting go and letting someone mess it up if you like – 
add additional elements. 
(APPENDIX W: Peyton Jones and Still, 9 November, 2012: 648). 
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In a separate interview he says, 
When I say this was experimental for me it was – I was in the dark, I didn’t 
know what was going to happen. So I didn’t know if I was definitely going to 
like it or not. It’s difficult, but I would recommend other composers to try it. 
It’s difficult, because you don’t want to give up control. 
(APPENDIX Q: Peyton Jones, 30 October 2012: 569) 
 
From Peyton Jones’s responses, composers wanting to re-explore their existing 
repertoire through collaboration are recommended to explore in a way that to some 
degree gives up creative control of their own work. Uncertainties about the process 
reinforce the passing of creative control to a collaborator. It is recommended that the 
composer chooses the collaborator carefully. In the pre-concert talk at London’s 
Southbank Centre, Peyton Jones explained hearing and enjoying Matthews’s work, 
and then approached her after Hayward (who had worked with Matthews before) 
confirmed that she was ‘great’ and ‘really good to work with’. Regarding the choice 
of collaborator, in interview Peyton Jones says, 
I recall from our first meeting how much we kind of clicked in terms of our 
ideas – I don’t think there were any ideas that Kaffe was suggesting and I 
was thinking ‘I don’t know about that’ […] I think she felt the same way – 
we seemed to be on the same wavelength. […] I think already, in 
approaching Kaffe, I had her already in my mind, her’s was very much the 
area of electronic sound and music that I was attracted to […] a great kind of 
organic, earthy richness to it. […] thinking there was something I knew about 
her work which I thought would work well. 
(APPENDIX W: Peyton Jones and Still, 9 November, 2012: 610). 
 
Additionally Peyton Jones says, 
In a sense, inviting Kaffe in, in a controllable way, to add some 
unpredictable, new elements, was what I was trying to do. It was quite an 
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experiment – quite an experimental thing, and forcing me to let go a bit, but 
not entirely. 
(APPENDIX Q: Peyton Jones, 30 October, 2012: 565) 
 
Endings offered a platform where both Peyton Jones and Matthews had shared 
creative control. Peyton Jones ‘let go’ of his original pieces, allowing Matthews to 
creatively add to the works, both in a controlled, negotiated fashion (through 
rehearsal) and through spontaneous improvised moments. The interludes provided a 
wider basis for Matthews’s improvisations. The levels of her creative control are 
discussed further in 7.3.1.2. 
Additionally, when asked about the importance of briefing the performers on 
Matthews’s role during rehearsal, Peyton Jones says, 
That was quite difficult because I didn’t know what was going to happen. 
The electronics are an additional extra and it’s an experiment, so the acoustic 
parts are written and designed to fit and accompany and support –, but the 
electronics is a bit unknown 
(APPENDIX R: Peyton Jones, 19 March, 2014: 578) 
 
Despite the unknown aspect of the electronics it is recommended that the 
collaborators maintain as much communication with the performers as possible in 
order to keep them informed about the process. When questioned about this during 
interview with Melanie Pappenheim, she says: 
I suppose in retrospect it would have been good to have known more about it. 
We sort of knew about it, but because we all work freelance, you tend to go 
from one project to the next, you sort of catch your breath and then you’re 
into the next thing, so sometimes that information wouldn’t necessarily 
infringe my consciousness until we’re close to rehearsal or even the very first 
day of rehearsals. […] I’ve worked with Jeremy for years and years, I mean 
not frequently but we’ve known each other for that length of time, with other 
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projects I’ve done with him, so I would just chat to him really and all would 
become clear. When we started rehearsals I wasn’t very aware of what 
Kaffe’s role was – I’d heard of her but didn’t know of her work. […]We 
knew she was going to be there but maybe he (JPJ) didn’t know her role 
exactly. I mean it’s quite a big thing the way she’s placed in the space. She’s 
kind of in the middle of the room opposite us, so that spatial relationship is 
quite a dominant one actually. I think that makes quite a difference and 
maybe Jeremy wouldn’t have known that. It was slightly odd because we 
were in this kind of antiphonal set up where she was sort of opposite us, but 
it felt like we were in a spider’s web. […] A proper platform for dialogue 
would have been very good. Because what I found problematic was the 
random nature of it. […] If I was ever in a situation like that again I would 
ask more questions I suppose, about the collaborators. 
(APPENDIX X: Pappenheim, 29 November, 2014: 662) 
 
Interviewing Rebecca Askew about the need to be informed of Matthews’s role 
reveals similar thoughts: ‘I don’t think it was really properly explained… It didn’t 
seem properly explained what the point was – what [Matthews’s] job was’ 
(APPENDIX Y: Askew, 20 November, 2014: 665). The interview with Askew 
suggests that there could have been more communication of the collaborative 
decisions made by composers to the performers. Thus, it is recommended that 
composers wishing to explore their own work in this way should keep performers as 
informed as possible. 
Finally, bringing in a separate conductor could facilitate this. This would allow the 
composer to work with the electronics artist in rehearsal and communicate the 
decisions made with both the conductor and performers, whilst the conductor works 
with the performers on the pre-set repertoire. I.e. it is recommended that composers 
wishing to explore creative renewal(s) of their work could employ a conductor who 
can work with the instrumentalists, allowing the collaborators to work together 
during rehearsal. 
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Application 2: Aesthetic and Stylistic Explorations 
Chapter 3 explored Peyton Jones’s style of composition through background 
research and analysis of the Endings repertoire. Peyton Jones’s compositional style 
and aesthetic was revealed as a fusion between minimalism and contemporary 
theatrical music. This second application encourages composers to work with 
collaborators in different genres and disciplines in order to expand the aesthetic style 
of their work. Peyton Jones says, 
I’m interested in electronics [but] I’ve never use electronics myself. I’m not 
an electronic musician particularly. And apart from the electric keyboards 
and so forth I don’t really use electronics. But I’m interested in electronics 
and I’m interested in the combination of acoustic and electronic music. 
(APPENDIX W: Peyton Jones and Still, 9 November, 2012: 642). 
 
By collaborating with an electronics artist on pre-existing compositions, Peyton 
Jones has not lost the minimalist, theatrical style in his work, but rather expanded the 
style and aesthetic by fusing it with electronic/electroacoustic soundscapes. He says, 
‘I don’t use electronics myself, I don’t use Max/MSP – I know the kinds of things it 
can do, and I know the kinds of things electronics can do, so I’m not in the dark in 
that sense – I know what’s involved without being a practitioner’ (APPENDIX R: 
Peyton Jones, 19 March, 2014: 579). Although Peyton Jones is familiar with the 
product of electronic music, as a non-practitioner, collaborating with Matthews, who 
understands the process of electronic music, allowed him to integrate her own style 
and aesthetic into his work. Thus, firstly, this thesis can act as a useful tool by 
example to influence composers to collaborate with artists who work in different 
genres producing styles and aesthetics different to their own, but can add to their 
own original work. However, this thesis has both explored and shown ‘music as 
product’ is not without ‘music as process’. Matthews’s ‘organic, earthy’ 
electroacoustic product is accompanied by a spontaneous, improvisational process, 
and it is this process which Peyton Jones was additionally keen to explore: 
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My issue with a lot of improvisation is that it’s a lot to do with improvisers 
and their interaction – it’s quite introspective. Notation is part of why I 
wanted to open up the possibility of having my music mucked about with 
[…] it doesn’t allow much performer creativity – of course it allows them to 
interpret it, but doesn’t allow much of ‘them’ – and that’s deliberate because 
I’ve moved entirely away from improvisation. […] Concerning Endings, 
there are great limitations to fixing everything down on paper – it does inhibit 
creativity – for the performers. It doesn’t inhibit my creativity – I’ve got 
complete control, I can do what I like, but I recognize that that is limited by 
my own imagination and capabilities. 
(APPENDIX Q: Peyton Jones, 30 October, 2012: 565) 
 
For Endings, Matthews’s improvisation allowed Peyton Jones’s music to incorporate 
new music styles and aesthetics through both electronic/electroacoustic product and 
improvisational process. This reinforces Application 1: new aesthetics, styles of 
fusions of music (product) emerge through creative collaboration (process). 
However, as with the first Application 1, Application 2 is also accompanied by 
advice (drawn from composer comments and analyses) for composers wishing to 
explore new aesthetic, stylistic avenues in improvisational electroacoustics. 
The main recommendation for composers wanting to collaborate with electronics 
artists concerns space. In Endings, Matthews’s seated position in the audience was 
negotiated between collaborators: Peyton Jones wanted Matthews on stage but 
understood her need to be positioned at the centre of her soundworld in order to hear 
herself perform. In interview, Peyton Jones says, 
We had very little time in each of the spaces. The performances we’ve done 
[…] in three different venues – all very different from each other. […] All 
quite different spaces and this piece really uses space – Kaffe’s sound is all 
around the audience, and if we were to develop this piece, I think what I’d 
like to particularly work on, is working in the space, and designing it for the 
space. […] This project allows us to playing with the space that the audience 
is in […] the acoustic sound is amplified and is coming from speakers, and 
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Kaffe’s sound can be moved all the way around the space. That’s something 
that I think is a very rich area for development. 
(APPENDIX W: Peyton Jones and Still, 9 November, 2012: 650). 
 
Consequently, composers and collaborators are advised, where possible, to spend 
time exploring the performance spaces, and how electronic and acoustic forces can 
be presented in a way that uses the space effectively. During interview with 
Matthews she says, 
I had the capacity to make the sound appear wherever, and then I can draw it 
around. At Southbank, that was the first time I really had the space to do it, 
and that’s why I think the concert in Bexhill was so difficult […] I just had 
no time to actually test that space, so I had no time to move sounds around 
and see how they sounded. 
(APPENDIX S: Matthews, 6 February, 2013: 584) 
 
It is clear that the use of space is important for both collaborators. Matthews also 
talks about the presentation of the material, explaining the positioning of speakers 
was not her decision: 
Because of time, economics, public health and safety, the venue [decided] 
where the speakers are actually allowed to go. […] The thing is, if you’re 
outside the speaker system, you’re not going to get what is going on. If me 
and the band were in the middle of the space [in a circular shape] it would 
have been great, because also the band […] couldn’t really hear what I was 
doing. 
(APPENDIX S: Matthews, 6 February, 2013: 585) 
 
Figure 7.6 illustrates a potential alternative setup. Firstly, this would allow the 
performers and composers to hear what is happening during performance. Secondly, 
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it would allow the audience to hear and experience the performance in an improved 
(spatially). Finally, it would help the electronics and acoustics become a more 
integrated and balanced soundworld. 
 
Figure 7.6 Alternative Performance Set-up 
 
7.3.1.2 for Electronics/Electroacoustics Artists 
Application 3: Providing Context as Part of Group Performance 
For electronic/electroacoustics artists, this thesis provides an example of a way of 
working that is different from typical electroacoustic 
composers/performers/improvisers. Many electroacoustic artists work individually to 
create their music, whereas Matthews, for example, has collaborated with a diverse 
range of practitioners. The collaborative process documented in this thesis can offer 
electroacoustic practitioners new ways of working. Regarding working 
collaboratively with Peyton Jones, Matthews says,  
I was delighted to be asked. I knew of Jeremy because I heard an earlier 
Regular Music concert in the 80s. I was delighted, whilst at the same time 
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thinking ‘well how am I going to do this because I don’t work with notes and 
tunes […] I haven’t worked with an ensemble and a series of precisely, carefully-
composed pieces. What was I going to do with that? And so it was an exciting 
challenge. 
(APPENDIX U: Matthews, 26 May, 2012: 606) 
 
This case study has offered an example that electroacoustic practitioners who work 
individually could follow if they wish to work more collectively, particularly with 
regards to group performance. Despite Matthews’s collaborative background, her 
performances are often individual works. Endings offered her the opportunity to 
perform as part of an ensemble. Although she was not performing Peyton Jones’s 
pre-composed work within the ensemble, Matthews’s role was to interact 
improvisationally with the ensemble, thus developing communicative, collaborative 
and creative bridges with musicians working in different ways.  
Additionally, Endings allows an approach to collaborative music-making that 
electroacoustic practitioners may wish to follow or explore with regards to context. 
Electroacoustic site-specific compositions explore place and space, and are not often 
restrained by the walls of theatres or auditoriums. Endings offered Matthews the 
opportunity to explore and add new sites, spaces, places and contexts to pre-existing 
music through her palette of sonorities. Through collaborative negotiations 
Matthews could transport Peyton Jones’s music into new places. i.e. Matthews had 
the opportunity to become part of the original narrative of the composition, or to take 
that narrative on a new journey, to new spaces and in new contexts. These 
opportunities for electroacoustic practitioners inform one core recommendation: 
Despite collaborative negotiations concerning ‘contextualization vs. 
recontextualization’ between collaborators, the electroacoustic practitioner should, to 
some degree, remain faithful to the desires of the composer. The analyses through 
Chapters 4 – 6 showed how the original context of Peyton Jones’s music was either 
emphasized or taken somewhere new dependent on Matthews’s contributions. In 
examples such as ‘Going Down’, Matthews reinforced the original narrative. In 
examples such as ‘Lulu Suite: Part 1’, Matthews took the narrative through new 
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contexts. This thesis can be used to prompt collaborating electroacoustic artists to 
further explore themes of place, site and space within pre-existing compositions, 
however it is advised that the direction they wish to take the music should be 
discussed with the original composer. Respecting the pre-existing narrative (and 
other parameters) of pre-composed work feeds into a second application for 
electroacoustic practitioners. 
 
Application 4: Conventions and Parameters: Restricting or Enhancing Creativity? 
Returning to Immanuel Kant’s dove in his Critique of Pure Reason (Kant, 
1781/1900: 6). Sawyer wrote that its air was not resistance but rather supported its 
flight: ‘The air is a metaphor for the creative domain; many creators are frustrated by 
the constrains of the domain, but without the domain they wouldn’t be able to create 
at all’ (2012:265). 
For Matthews, Endings places restrictions on the domain of her creative practice 
through the conventions of Peyton Jones’s own domain of notation. Thus, the scores 
have placed constraints on Matthews’s individual electroacoustic practices – 
something she is not normally bound to. Although this may seem to restrict 
creativity, through Kant’s philosophy, it instead enhances it. This is supported by 
Matthews, who agrees that it not necessarily the collaboration with Peyton Jones 
himself that places parameters on her work, but rather the conventions of his notated 
scores: 
Collaboration is fascinating in the sense that there are so many different 
kinds. Equal power collaborations and master-slave collaborations. This was 
a bit of a master-slave collaboration [but] he’s [Peyton Jones] not the master 
– the compositions are the master. He brought the scores with people who are 
playing specific notes over specific durations, following that score. […] Yes, 
Jeremy has written the pieces, but actually the score is the thing at the end of 
the day […] In a way, the electronics become a slave to the pieces. 
(APPENDIX S: Matthews, 6 February, 2013: 586) 
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For electroacoustic practitioners, collaborating with composers and pre-existing 
scores can result in a product that is both informed and bound by the confines of the 
notation. Matthews says, ‘this was a bit of a master-slave collaboration – I’m not 
saying Jeremy is the master and I’m his slave, but essentially the music is written 
[…] and my job is to work with that’. (APPENDIX U: Matthews, 26 May, 2012: 
589, 621)  
However these boundaries can be creatively beneficial for electroacoustic 
practitioners, encouraging them to work in new ways, under new guidance, and in 
new territories, that would otherwise remain unexplored. The parameters notation 
may place on practitioners can enhance creativity. 
The core recommendation that accompanies this application concerns sensitivity and 
fidelity to original material. For electroacoustic practitioners who wish to explore 
ways of working similar to those in Endings, despite variances in power relations 
and attributes of collaborative processes, practitioners should remain loyal both to 
the requisites of the composer and the composite of the original material. As all 
collaborations differ, practitioners are advised to engage in creative discussion with 
the composer to ensure explorations of his/her work are constructive and not 
destructive. 
 
 
7.3.2 for Researchers 
Application 5: ‘Expressing Qualitative Data (Rehearsal Analysis) Diagrammatically’ 
Music notation comes in many forms. Charles Seeger’s seminal text of 1958 talks of 
‘prescriptive’ and ‘descriptive’ notations which serve both practitioners and 
researchers/music analysts. John Cage explored indeterminacy in his scores to 
encourage performer creativity (see Notations [Cage, 1969] and Notations 21 [Sauer, 
2008]). Additionally and more specifically, music analysts have investigated 
electroacoustic music by ‘transcribing’ into graphic notations or using graphical 
representations (such as spectrograms) to analyze electronic music. (Although this 
research project did not analyze Endings using transcription, or graphic 
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representation methods of electroacoustic analysis, this is discussed further in 7.4 
Further Research). 
Hugo Cole (1974: 9) writes that one function of notation is to ‘describe the sounds of 
performed music for the purposes of analysis or study’. Additionally, Pedro Rebelo’s 
paper Notating the Unpredictable (2010) outlines three main functions of notation: 
to document; to reflect; and to communicate’. This thesis explored notation as an 
analytical method in a way that extends the function of ‘reflection’: to graphically 
express qualitative decisions made collaboratively between Peyton Jones and 
Matthews during rehearsal. This method evolved primarily from the need to present 
this data in a clear, concise form. (The results can however have further use in 
research, discussed in 6.4 Further Research). 
In his paper ‘Analysing Electroacoustic Music: An Interactive Aural Approach’ in 
Music Analysis (2012: 351), Michael Clarke writes: 
Despite the difficulty of notating electroacoustic music, most who have 
engaged in analysis of this repertoire have resorted to some form of visual 
transcription. Given the unsuitability of traditional notation in many cases, 
one solution is to use graphic symbols to represent different sounds and to 
place these symbols on a timeline, and approach which can be useful for 
presenting the overall shape of a work and showing recurring gestures or 
textures. 
(Clarke, 2012: 351) 
 
Additionally, Mary Simoni, editor of Analytical Methods of Electroacoustic Music 
(2006) writes, 
Within and beyond the boundaries of schools and conservatoires, a growing 
number of composers are experimenting with electronics and computer 
technology as a means of extending their creativity through the development 
of new instruments, timbral extensions of existing instruments through digital 
signal processing, or the creation of computer programs that foster new 
paradigms of representation. The information age in music making has flung 
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these composers squarely back to a period in human creativity that rivals that 
of the medieval period; musical instruments are not standardized, 
representational systems for music are emerging, and the roles of composer 
and performer are once more blurred to the point of near unity. […] No 
longer are composers bound to the physical manifestation of an instrument, 
with its inherent beauty yet idiosyncratic personality. […] As we sit 
suspended over the threshold of the twenty-first century, it is apparent that 
the singular element of music that beckons further exploration is timbre. 
(Simoni, 2006: 8 – 9) 
 
Where Endings explored additions of timbre (through electronics)  and 
developments of overall shape  (‘form’ and ‘structure’) Clarke’s and Simoni’s words 
encourage graphical analytical approaches that can extend a timbral analysis. The 
graphical descriptions of qualitative rehearsal data throughout Chapter 4 supported 
the analysis by presenting collaborative decisions where notation did not originally 
exist, i.e. the overlap of composition into rehearsal has prompted this new method of 
presenting data: it is a new type of data. It has proved analytically useful for this 
research project and an efficient way of presenting information at conferences. 
Having explored this approach in this case study, this thesis can prompt researchers 
to further investigate graphic notations of collaborative rehearsal decisions to 
express qualitative data. 
 
Application 6: ‘Multiple Methods for New Perspectives’ 
This application stems from Thesis 9: ‘Exploring combined multiple research 
methods in empirical music ethnography’. Firstly, the use of numerous research and 
analytical methods in this case study can inform other researchers to experiment with 
multiple research methods. Secondly, is that the combination of research methods 
explored in this research project have worked efficiently. Thus, this thesis firstly 
proves the applicability of the combination, and secondly documents the 
combination of methods in a way that other researchers can build upon. Using 
multiple methods covers new angles, reveals new understandings, and offers new 
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perspectives in a variety of fields, such as collaborative processes, electroacoustic 
music, and performance practices that would have otherwise remained hidden, 
unexplored and under-researched.  
 
Application 7: ‘Informing Further Research’ 
This thesis presents new directions and lines of enquiry for ethnomusicologists, 
musicologists, and music anthropologists. The project conclusions inform further 
research in the fields of an ethnomusicology of electroacoustic music, collaborative 
processes in composition, rehearsal, performance and improvisation, and social 
interaction and group creativities. This further research is discussed in the following 
section (6.4) in various ways. 
 
7.4 Further Research 
‘In literature and in life we ultimately pursue, not conclusions, but 
beginnings’ 
(Sam Tanenhaus, in Rudakemwa, 2014) 
 
This section finalizes the thesis by exploring potential future research trajectories 
that stem from the research presented on three levels. Section 7.4.1 identifies the 
scope of the research covered by the PhD in two ways: firstly by questioning what 
further lines of enquiry could be explored using current data and documentation 
gathered in this project (7.4.1); and secondly by questioning what further research 
could be conducted as an extension of Endings i.e. what are the next possible steps, 
and what direction(s) do these steps take? (7.4.2) Figure 7.7 illustrates these two 
levels. Finally, section 7.4.3 explores potential new avenues separate from the 
Endings project, but informed by its methods, analyses and conclusions.
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Figure 7.7 Further Research Within Current Endings Material (7.5.1) and Further Research As An Extension Within Endings (7.5.2)  
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7.4.1 Same Project, Same Data, New Directions 
The scope of this research project has allowed the core research questions to be 
explored and answered through various analyses. Its scope focussed on sociocultural 
themes of collaboration, creativity and communication. However, the documentation 
and data collected for Endings (available in the appendices) can be useful for further 
research, investigating new questions and new lines of enquiry, and using new 
methods and analyses running widely from musicology across the social sciences. 
The large amount of data collection, and organization and cataloguing of data within 
this project can be useful specifically to musicologists investigating other aspects of 
music. 
A first example could concern different types of electroacoustic analysis to answer 
new questions on timbre. Clarke (2012: 352)  notes that ‘it is often difficult for 
graphic symbols to represent, except in a very simplified way, the subtle and 
complex spectromorphological transformations which frequently occur within the 
sounds and textures in electroacoustic music’. Simoni also writes, ‘an analysis tool 
such as the spectrogram provides an objective representation of the change in timbre 
over time where […] the relative darkness of frequency or frequency regions in the 
spectrograms indicates the intensity of a partial’ (2006). Thus, a spectrogram 
(sonogram) analysis could be one new direction to explore timbral changes and 
developments in Endings. 
On spectrogram analysis, Clarke writes ‘the sonogram displays frequency (y-axis) 
and amplitude (colour-grey-scale) data on a time grid (x-axis). In theory, it shows 
everything about a sound: every frequency component at every time, along with its 
amplitude’ (2012: 352). However, Clarke identifies some inherent limitations of the 
spectrogram. He first outlines the readibility of its printed counterpart, stating that 
such ‘cannot be read in detail by the human eye – it is difficult to see harmonic 
relationships from the page and impossible to get more than a general sense of the 
colour/grey-scale gradations relating to amplitude’ (2012a: 352) 
Clarke continues to note that in thick textures, the sonogram does not separate out 
partials of timbre, thus a printed spectroraphic visualisation of electroacoustics can 
cause problems in identifying types of sounds together. He notes that really, the 
human ear ‘normally performs much better than that computer when it comes to 
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analysing sound and grouping the frequencies into timbres of complex multiple 
events into contrapuntal voices’. He writes, ‘the usefulness of the sonogram 
(spectrogram) depends very much on the sounds in question’ (Clarke, 2012a). 
Using spectrograms to conduct a timbral analysis of Endings is one line of enquiry 
that the scope of this research project could not cover, but could however be 
conducted in further research. To stimulate potential future research the 
spectrograms of the recordings of both pieces and interludes at Bristol are included 
on the accompanying SD memory card in the folder ‘Spectrograms’. Norman Adams 
concludes his chapter ‘Visualisation of Musical Signals’ in Analytical Methods of 
Electroacoustic Music by providing a summary of advantages and disadvantages of 
the effectiveness of spectrographic visualizations toward electroacoustic analysis. 
These limitations can be considered if pursuing spectromorphological analyses of 
Endings: 
time-frequency images are a useful method of visualizing electroacoustic 
music. The time-domain representation does not effectively portray timbre. 
The frequency-domain representation is an effective visualization of timbre 
but does not represent time-varying timbres. Spectrograms depict rich and 
evolving timbres that are characteristic of electroacoustic music. In 
generating time-frequency images, care must be taken in setting image 
parameters such as frame size and colourmap to visually emphasize the 
important aspects of the sound. Time-frequency visualization is a useful tool 
that plays an important role in the increasing understanding of electroacoustic 
music. 
(Adams, in Simoni, 2006: 27) 
 
7.4.2 Same Project, New Data, New Directions 
The methods, analyses and conclusions drawn from this project can feed back into 
and inform further practice and research within the project. New questions can be 
asked which require new material. Two potential lines of enquiry could include: 
firstly, investigations that further explore the roles of the performers; and secondly 
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investigations into the role of gender and Matthews’s role as a female artist within 
the project. 
With regards to contexts of gender relations and feminism, Lina Dzuverovic’s and 
Anne Hilde Neset’s edited text Her Noise is an ‘invaluable resource, highlighting the 
often overlooked contribution of women artists to the development of genres as 
disparate as Fluxus, performance art, punk and sound-based installation’ (2005). 
Endings offers a case study where Matthews’s role could be further investigated 
within this context: Matthews features as one of the central artists in Dzuverovic’s 
and Neset’s text. Thurston Moore writes about the ‘women-only’ context of the 
project in the Forward to the text, 
Comment had been made on how the most radical musicians are women […] 
which is a subject way open to dialogue. […] It was felt that such a distinct 
female compendium was not present, and could prove culturally 
enlightening. Her Noise exists as a living, progressive library. If there is one 
thing I feel enriches the male artist in interaction with feminism, it is that of 
the open eye and ear of female consciousness. 
(Moore, in Dzuverovic and Neset, 2005: 6) 
 
In Dzuverovic’s interview, when questioned on her position as a female featuring in 
a ‘women-only’ project, Matthews says, 
‘Women-only’ shows? I am not sure that there is a need for them, although 
working with all women is always great fun and different to the norm. […] It 
could present a body of work that no one had any idea about before. Maybe it 
will inspire other women to get out and get on with it, so that’s great – and so 
there is a need for it. A few women showing within a group of men, though, 
could be equally as powerful. 
(Matthews, in Dzuverovic and Neset, 2005: 48)  
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Matthews’s comments could support the foundations for research into feminism and 
gender-based roles: Endings offers the ideal project to support such investigations 
where the combination between female and male collaborators could be particularly 
revealing. 
 
7.4.3 New Project(s), New Data, New Directions 
For researchers the conclusions of this thesis can be used to inform new projects 
separate from Endings. Although these span a whole range of new directions they 
could include further research specifically on the work of Jeremy Peyton Jones, 
Kaffe Matthews and/or Regular Music II. However, further research into minimalism 
and extended durations, collaborative processes through composition, rehearsal and 
performance, rehearsal discourse(s), and electroacoustic performance practices are 
all fields where new projects can evolve from this case-study. The Endings research 
project investigated creative and collaborative processes in music by specifically 
exploring the work of professionals as opposed to non-professionals or students. 
Thus, research into professional practice can be extended, allowing the field of 
professional study to grow and develop in an area often with participant limitations. 
In Karen Littleton’s and Neil Mercer’s chapter ‘Communication, collaboration, and 
creativity: How musicians negotiate a collective ‘sound’’, they conclude, writing: 
We suggest that more needs to be understood about the interactional 
processes of collaboration, in music and other artistic spheres of activity. We 
also suggest that the potential of sociocultural theory and discourse analysis 
as a basis for the analyses of joint creative activity could usefully be 
explored. […] The importance of such collaborative activity, and the 
communication skills which achieve it, need to be recognized not only in 
research on music making but also in music education. 
(Littleton and Mercer, 2012: 240) 
 
This research project contributes to a developing understanding of the ‘interactional 
processes of creative collaboration’ and explorations of sociocultural contexts and 
 
 
 
485 
 
analyses of discourses and communication systems. The thesis helps themes of 
collaborative processes and creative interactions in music to be recognized. It is 
hoped that this research project can influence new projects, both in research for 
researchers, and in practice for practitioners, thus allowing Endings to stimulate new 
beginnings. 
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